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Abstract
This study explores the factor structure of job performance and each performance dimension’s
relative importance in determining supervisors’ overall job performance ratings. We found that
the optimal factor structure of job performance includes five dimensions: task performance,
organizational citizenship behavior directed toward the organization and individuals (OCB-O
and OCB-I, respectively), and counterproductive work behavior directed toward the organization
and individuals (CWB-O and CWB-I, respectively). The percent-based relative weight (%RW) is
the highest for task performance in determining overall job performance, followed by OCB and
CWRB. Interestingly, the %RW of non-task performance dimensions directed toward organization
(OCB-0O and CWB-O0) are similar to the %RW of task performance but greater than the %RW of
non-task performance dimensions directed toward individuals (OCB-I and CWB-I).

Keywords: overall job performance, task performance, organizational citizenship behavior,
counterproductive work behavior, relative weight analysis
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Job performance is the “ultimate dependent variable, if not its raison d’etre” in human
resource (HR) management, and its measurement plays a critical role in managing employees in
organizations (Organ & Paine, 1999, p. 337). Organizations periodically conduct job
performance evaluations to make administrative decisions, such as pay raises, discharges, or
promotions in a fair and legally defensible manner and to improve employee job performance
through developmental feedback (Greenhaus, Parasuraman & Wormley, 1990; Mobley, 1982;
Murphy & Cleveland, 1995; Rynes, Gerhart, & Parks, 2005; Schmidt & Kaplan, 1971; Stumpf &
London, 1981). Through performance feedback, employees are likely to gain a better
understanding of themselves and of developmental activities that are of value to them, which in
turn lead to employees’ increased motivation for further performance (Aguinis, 2012). Further,
related to other HR practices, when an organization designs its personnel selection system, the
major focus is on what is important or valid in predicting job performance. Training
interventions are also typically used to increase specific dimensions of job performance (Schmidt
& Kaplan, 1971). Taken together, job performance should be the kernel of a question for
individual and organizational effectiveness (Cardy, 2011).

Given its significance, scholars have paid extensive attention to measuring job
performance accurately, thereby expanding our knowledge concerning its factor structure or
dimensionality; a number of job performance factor models have been proposed (see Campbell,
McHenry, & Wise, 1990; Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, & Sager, 1993; Motowidlo, 2003).
Arguably, one of the most influential job performance models was that of Borman and
Motowidlo (1993; Motowidlo, 2003), which distinguished between task performance (defined as
behaviors directly involved in the transformation of organizational resources into goods or

services that form the organization’s products) and contextual performance (defined as voluntary
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behaviors that may or may not be formally rewarded, but contribute to the organization by
enhancing its effective psychosocial functioning). The latter is alternately labeled citizenship
performance or organizational citizenship behavior (Coleman & Borman, 2000; Organ, 1998).
Task and contextual performance should be considered as related yet distinct constructs because
they represent separate subsets of employee behaviors; engaging in one does not necessarily
entail engaging in the other. Borman, Motowidlo, and colleagues presented a great deal of
evidence attesting to the distinction between task performance and contextual performance
(Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). More recent models of job
performance have retained the task versus contextual performance distinction, but proposed
counterproductive work behaviors (defined as intentional behaviors that violate significant
organizational norms, threatening the well-being of the organization, its members, or both;
Bennett & Robinson, 2000) as the third factor of job performance. Based on a policy capturing
study, Rotundo and Sackett (2002) argued and found that job performance mainly consists of
three related yet non-redundant dimensions: task performance, organizational citizenship
behavior (OCB), and counterproductive work behavior (CWB). This three-factor model with task
performance and two dimensions of non-task performance (OCB and CWB) has been widely
endorsed in subsequent studies (e.g., Dalal, 2005; Dalal, Lam, Weiss, Welch, & Hulin, 2009;
Gonzalez-Mule, Mount, & Oh, 2015; Sackett, Berry, Wiemann, & Laczo, 2006).

Despite substantial progress made in studying the constructs and dimensions comprising
job performance, its optimal factor structure is still unclear given that extant research has focused
on the distinction between OCB directed toward individuals (OCB-I) and OCB directed toward
the organization (OCB-O) (Ilies, Fulmer, Spitzmuller, & Johnson, 2009; Chiaburu, Oh, Berry, Li,

& Gardner, 2011) or between CWB directed toward individuals (CWB-I) and CWB directed
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toward the organization (CWB-O) (Berry, Ones, & Sacket, 2007; Dalal, 2005). To the best of our
knowledge, we are not aware of any existing study that has systematically examined the factor
structure of job performance by (1) specifying the targets of both OCB and CWB and (2)
incorporating all relevant task and non-task performance dimensions (i.e., task performance,
OCB-I, OCB-0O, CWB-I, and CWB-0). We think this research question is worth exploring
because multifoci social exchange theory suggests that specifying the exchange target is of
paramount importance since failure to do so may result in spurious results and/or yield results
hard to interpret (Lavelle, Rupp, & Brockner, 2007).

Another void in the job performance literature is an exploration of the relative importance
of all relevant job performance dimensions in determining supervisors’ ratings of overall job
performance. Socioanalytic theory indicates that supervisors’ success is contingent upon their
employees’ productivity; therefore, supervisors generally weigh task-based performance
dimensions more heavily than other non-task performance dimensions (Hogan & Shelton, 1998;
Lance, Baxter, & Mahan, 2006; Oh & Berry, 2009). However, the relative importance of non-
task performance dimensions for overall job performance ratings is unclear in the literature
despite the wide adoption of multifoci social exchange theory among scholars in HR. We believe
it is important to have a general understanding of how different performance dimensions
differentially contribute to supervisors’ ratings of overall job performance (Lievens, Conway, &
De Corte, 2008). Accordingly, the major objectives of the current study are to explore the
optimal factor structure of job performance and to assess the relative importance of each
performance dimension in determining overall job performance ratings based on data collected

from real employees.
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Hypotheses Development
Multifoci Social Exchange Theory and the Factor Structure of Job Performance

Extant research has demonstrated that task performance, OCB, and CWB describe the
criterion domain of overall job performance and are valued by managers and organizations (e.g.,
Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). As discussed earlier, more recent studies on job performance
dimensions (Berry et al., 2007; Chiaburu et al., 2011; Colquitt, Scott, Rodell, Long, Zapata,
Conlon, & Wesson, 2013; Hershcovis & Barling, 2010; Ilies et al., 2009) have shown that both
OCB and CWB can be further broken down into both interpersonal- and organizational-target
behaviors. However, no compelling theoretical framework has explained this distinction. We
believe that the multifoci social exchange model may enrich and reaffirm the existing literature
on job performance by providing theoretical rationales for further distinguishing OCB and CWB
with different exchange foci/targets (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Lavelle et al., 2007;
Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 2000; Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002; Rupp, Shao, Jones, &
Liao, 2014).

Unlike economic exchanges that entail a short-term exchange of tangible/concrete
resources, social exchange involves long-term and open-ended exchanges of socio-emotional
resources (Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960; Van Dyne, Graham, & Dienesch, 1994). Social exchange
theory has been subsequently reformulated by contemporary scholars who realize the importance
of specifying the foci/targets of relationships. For instance, Rupp and Cropanzano (2002, pp.
926-927) argued that “individuals in social exchange relationships tend to more strongly identify
with the person or entity with which they are engaged.” Hence, the social exchange between
employees and another party at work (e.g., the organization or specific individuals within the

organization) will cause employees to display positive behaviors directed at that particular party
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in exchange for what they receive (Lavelle et al., 2007). Specifically, the multifoci model of
social exchange posits that individuals can have distinct exchange relationships with different
exchange foci/targets (e.g., coworkers/peers, supervisors, or organizations) through norms of
reciprocity, thereby resulting in differential relational capital across different foci/targets (Rupp
et al., 2014). Thus, the multifoci model of social exchange suggests that CWB and OCB should
be conceptualized as each possessing two subdimensions for behaviors directed toward
individuals (interpersonal; CWB-I and OCB-I) versus behaviors directed toward the organization
(organizational; CWB-O and OCB-0O). Examples of OCB-O include participating in important
yet non-required meetings and exerting more effort than required. Examples of OCB-I include
helping others and maintaining positive attitudes with others. Examples of CWB-O include
intentionally working slowly, taking more breaks than necessary, and committing theft of
company property. Examples of CWB-I include gossiping about and harassing other individuals.
Given the preceding arguments based on multifoci social exchange theory, we expect that overall
job performance is best represented by five distinct factors: task performance, OCB-O, OCB-I,
CWB-0, and CWB-I.

Hypothesis 1: The five distinct job performance dimensions including task performance,

OCB-0, OCB-I, CWB-0, and CWB-I will better represent the factor structure of overall job
performance than other alternatives.

Relative Importance of Factors to Supervisor Ratings of Overall Job Performance

In many organizations, performance appraisalsor evaluations are typically based on
supervisory ratings (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). Overall job performance ratings (a single score
for each employee) are often used by supervisors to rank order employees for important
personnel decisions such as pay raises, promotions, and reward allocation because of their simple

yet comprehensive nature. Thus, there remains interest in understanding these ratings, and
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particularly, in how supervisors implicitly weight each dimension of job performance in deriving
their overall job performance ratings in operational settings. A number of past studies have
addressed this issue in piecemeal fashion. For example, Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994)
investigated the role of supervisor ratings of task versus contextual performance in determining
overall job performance ratings. They found that task performance explains 13% of the variance
in overall performance ratings after controlling for contextual performance; contextual
performance accounts for an additional 11% of the variance in overall job performance beyond
that explained by task performance. That is, their study suggested that task performance is a bit
more important than contextual performance in predicting overall job performance. In similar
studies, Conway (1999) found that supervisors place more weight on task performance than on
contextual performance to derive overall performance ratings. Johnson (2001) also showed that
in the prediction of overall performance, task performance is as important as contextual
performance across a variety of job families in terms of relative magnitude. These studies are
important in that they demonstrate that both task and contextual performance factors play roles in
determining supervisors’ ratings of employees’ overall job performance. However, the above
studies did not investigate the role of a separate CWB factor in addition to task and contextual
performance in determining overall performance ratings. More importantly, they also did not
systematically distinguish between interpersonal versus organizational-target factors.

In the literature, to our knowledge, two studies have simultaneously investigated the roles
that task performance, OCB, and CWB play in determining supervisors’ ratings of overall job
performance. Using hypothetical profiles of employees’ performance behaviors, Rotundo and
Sackett (2002) found that raters weight task performance, CWB, and OCB, in that order of

importance, in determining overall job performance ratings; the weights for task performance
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and CWB were virtually the same. Similarly, Lievens et al. (2008) investigated the relative
importance of the three performance dimensions in the prediction of overall job performance by
using hypothetical profiles and revealed that task performance, OCB, and CWB explained 37%,
33%, and 30% of the variance in overall job performance ratings, respectively. The results of
Rotundo and Sackett (2002) and Lievens et al. (2008) support the idea that employees’ CWB, in
addition to task performance and OCB, plays an important role in determining supervisors’
overall ratings of job performance. However, although both studies have advanced our
understanding of this topic, they contain a common limitation that they did not distinguish
between interpersonal- and organizational-target OCB and CWB. Thus, it remains unclear what
roles these target-based dimensions (interpersonal versus organizational OCB and CWB) play in
overall ratings of job performance. Thus, demonstrating the relative importance of task
performance and interpersonally versus organizationally directed non-task performance factors
for overall job performance should provide a better understanding of performance appraisal and
management.

It is possible that supervisors might not make such fine-grained distinctions between
organizationally and individually directed behaviors because of factors such as the supervisors’
lack of observation, limited cognitive processing, or lack of the ability to convey important
performance cues to employees. This would suggest that, despite the distinction between
interpersonal- and organizational-target behaviors that researchers make, such distinctions may
not capture how supervisors actually rate employees’ overall job performance. On the contrary,
the need for collaboration in many organizations makes interpersonally-directed employee
behaviors increasingly more important for effective performance, which might suggest that the

interpersonal dimensions of non-task performance (OCB-I and CWB-I) are more strongly
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weighted in supervisors’ ratings of overall job performance than the organizational dimensions of
non-task performance (OCB-O and CWB-O). This effect may be more evident in collectivistic
culture, where greater emphasis tends to be placed on harmonious relationships at work for job
and career success (Oh, Guay, Kim et al., 2014). Collectivism represents a preference for a
tightly-knit framework in which individuals expect the members of their in-group to look after
them in exchange for unquestioning loyalty (Hofstede, 2001). In collectivistic cultures,
employees tend to express pride and cohesiveness in their organization. Further, organizational
practices encourage, recognize, and reward collective actions (House, Hanges, Javidan,
Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004). Because the current study was conducted in South Korea, a
collectivistic culture, we expect that the interpersonal dimensions of non-task performance are
more likely to be included in role expectations and will carry greater weights than organizational
(or impersonal) dimensions of non-task performance in determining overall job performance.
Given the direct influence of task performance on overall job performance as repeatedly
observed in other settings, it is necessary to partial out the impact of task performance in testing
the relative importance of the interpersonal and organizational dimensions of non-task
performance in predicting overall job performance ratings. Based on this, we advance the
hypothesis below.

Hypothesis 2: After controlling for task performance, the interpersonal dimensions of non-

task performance (OCB-I and CWB-I) will be more important than the organizational

dimensions of non-task performance (OCB-O and CWB-0) in determining supervisors’
overall job performance ratings.

Comparison between Policy Capturing Approach and Field Setting
As summarized earlier, part of our proposed five-factor job performance model (i.e., a
three-factor model including task performance, OCB, and CWB) has been tested in two previous

studies (i.e., Lievens et al., 2008; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). However, both studies investigated
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the relative weight of task performance, OCB, and CWB for overall job performance ratings
using policy capturing methodologies wherein supervisors read hypothetical profiles describing
employees’ task performance, OCB, and CWB and then provided overall job performance
ratings. Such policy-capturing studies yielded some important implications, but it is unclear
whether supervisors’ ratings of hypothetical (paper) employees with whom they have never
interacted will generalize to supervisors’ ratings of actual employees. The two policy capturing
studies converged in terms of the higher weight of task performance compared to OCB and
CWB. Yet, they also disagreed with each other regarding the weight of CWB relative to OCB.

It is likely that differences in the ratings of hypothetical versus real employees exist for a
variety of reasons, such as the lack of supervisors’ opportunities to observe all relevant work
behaviors of real employees. Further, unlike real work settings, in hypothetical scenarios,
employees do not use an impression management process and all relevant work behaviors are
explicitly and clearly told to supervisors. Additionally, in field settings, supervisors need to
cognitively access long-term memory and evaluate their relevant knowledge about a
subordinate’s behaviors displayed over a given time period; nevertheless, in studies using
hypothetical scenarios, supervisors access only short-term memory and evaluate very brief
information about an imaginary subordinate’s few representative behaviors. Accordingly, we
expect that the results from policy capturing studies may not be consistent with supervisors’
ratings of actual employees in operational settings though it is very difficult to forecast exact
differences. Thus, we posit the following research question.

Research Question 1: Is the relative importance of major job performance dimensions in
determining overall job performance based on policy capturing studies with hypothetical
employees different from that based on supervisors’ ratings of actual employees in operational
setting?

Methods
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Participants and Procedures

Through the assistance of two HR staff members of a large company located in South
Korea, 130 managers were invited to participate in this study as part of an annual performance
evaluation training session. Their participation was completely voluntary. In a classroom setting,
each manager received a paper-and-pencil survey designed to measure all major performance
dimensions (see detailed description of this measure below), along with a cover letter assuring
confidentiality. All measures of the present survey were translated into Korean using the back-
translation procedures recommended by Brislin (1980). Each manager was asked to rate one of
his or her employees randomly chosen by the two HR staff. At that session, 113 surveys were
received. About six months later (toward the end of the year), we contacted the HR staff and
received administrative-purpose overall job performance scores for the 113 respondents; in the
meantime, 33 employees had left the company for various reasons following the initial data
collection, so administrative-purpose overall job performance scores were only available for the
remaining 80 employees. As a result, matched dyadic data were available from 80 managers. A
multivariate analysis of variance demonstrated that there was no significant difference in any of
the five job performance dimensions between those who stayed (n = 80) and those who left the
company (n = 33): Philai’s trace = .003; Wilk’s lambda = .997, F(5, 107) = .058, p = .998.

Task performance. Task performance was assessed using 6 general items of in-role
performance from Williams and Anderson (1991) on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree

to 5 = strongly agree)'. Example items are: “Adequately completes assigned duties” and

' One item (“Engage in activities that will directly affect his/her performance evaluation) was deleted due
to the request from the HR staff who assisted us with data collection. They believed that this item could be
erroneously interpreted as calculative/selfish behavior. Interestingly, this item has the lowest factor loading
of .52 among the seven in-role performance items in the original work by Williams and Anderson (1991,
Table 1).
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“Performs tasks that are expected of him/her.”

Organizational citizenship behavior. OCB was assessed using Lee and Allen’s (2002)
16-item scale (8 items for OCB-O; 8 items for OCB-I). This OCB measure was chosen among
others because it was designed to minimize the overlap in measurement between OCB and
CWB. Managers responded to each item on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 =
strongly agree). Example items are: “Attend functions that are not required but that help the
organizational image” (OCB-O) and “Willingly give your time to help others who have work-
related problems” (OCB-I).

Counterproductive work behavior. CWB was assessed on a 19-item scale (12 items
for CWB-O; 7 items for CWB-I) developed and validated by Bennett and Robinson (2000). One
CWRB item, “Makes an ethnic, religious, or racial remark at work™ was modified to “Makes a
regional or religious remark at work” because ethnic and racial remarks are less relevant in South
Korea. Example items are: “Makes fun of someone at work” (CWB-I) and “Takes a longer break
than is acceptable in your workplace” (CWB-O). Participants’ direct supervisors responded to
each item on a 5-point ordinal scale (1 = never, 2 = once, 3 = several times a year, 4 = weekly, 5
= daily).

Overall job performance. Overall job performance was assessed using a single item
(i.e., Overall, this employee’s percentile rank is as compared to other employees
performing a similar job in the company) on a 10-point scale (1 = below 10th percentile to 10 =
between 90th and 100th percentile). Goffin, Jelley, Powell, and Johnston (2009) as well as
Goffin and Olson (2011) supported the usefulness and accuracy of relative (percentile) ratings.

Results

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to assess the fit of the five-factor
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model as well as other alternative models (n = 113). Eight possible models were assessed on item
level data to determine the best fitting model. As shown in Table 1, the five-factor model (Model
1) had the lowest chi-square value in relation to its degrees of freedom. Chi-square difference
tests and other fit indices such as Akaike’s information criterion (AIC), comparative fit index
(CFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and
standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) all indicated that the five-factor model
significantly fit the data better than did the seven alternative models. Finding that the five factor
model was superior to alternative models supports Hypothesis 1 that there are five distinct
dimensions underlying overall job performance. Generally, this result is similar to both Rotundo
and Sackett (2002) and Lievens et al. (2008) which indicated that job performance should
broadly consist of task performance, OCB, and CWB. More importantly, our results
demonstrated more fine-grained findings by showing facet-level factor structure compared to
Rotundo and Sackett (2002) and Lievens et al. (2008).

Because the number of items for each dimension was not equal (e.g., task performance
was measured with a six-item scale, whereas CWB-O was measured with a twelve-item scale),
bias was possible (Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002); a dimension with a larger
number of items may have greater influence on the overall factor structure. To rule out this
possibility and to maintain an indicator-to-construct balance, the eight possible models were re-
evaluated by creating three parcels for each dimension. From 2 to 4 items were randomly
assigned to each parcel. This parceling strategy was also used because the sample size (n = 113)
used for the CFA was relatively small. When three parcels were created for each performance
dimension, this problem was alleviated (Kline, 2005). The CFA results with these parcel

indicators were consistent with initial CFA results with item indicators; detailed results are
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reported in the Appendix section. The result from this supplementary analysis provided
additional support to Hypothesis 1. Thus, subsequent data analyses were conducted using the

five job performance dimensions.

Put Table 1 here

Table 2 reports means, standard deviations (SDs), reliability coefficients (internal
consistencies), and zero-order correlations among all study variables. As shown in Table 2, the
reliability estimates of all variables range from .83 to .91, which are acceptable values. As
expected, task performance, OCB-O, OCB-I, and CWB-O had significant correlations with
overall job performance. However, CWB-I was not significantly correlated with overall job

performance.?

Put Table 2 here

Having identified the optimal factor structure of major job performance dimensions, we
turn to another important question: which job performance dimensions are most predictive of
supervisor ratings of overall job performance? Previous research on the relative predictive power
of variables has often relied on simple indices such as zero-order correlations and standardized
regression coefficients to determine the relative contribution of individual predictors (Johnson,
2001; Johnson & LeBreton, 2004). However, standardized regression coefficients are inadequate

measures to evaluate relative importance when predictors are correlated with one another

? One possible explanation of the weak relationship between CWB-I and overall job performance is that the
current study was based on employees from South Korea. In collectivistic cultures like South Korea, CWB-
I (e.g., minor/non-physical interpersonal harm) is relatively more tolerable due to people’s propensity to
foster harmonious relationships with others. This may be one plausible reason that CWB-I did not correlate
with overall job performance rating.
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(Budescu, 1993; Darlington, 1968; Tonidandel, LeBreton, & Johnson, 2009). Also, zero-order
correlations are not appropriate for addressing questions regarding relative importance because
they only address the contribution of a variable by itself (Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2011; 2014).
Given the strong correlations among the five performance dimensions, we performed relative
weight analysis to determine the relative importance of each performance dimension. Relative
importance is defined as the proportionate contribution each predictor makes to the overall
model R2, considering both the unique contribution of each predictor and the contribution when
combined with other predictors (Johnson & LeBreton, 2004). Percentages of relative weights
were calculated by dividing each individual relative weight (unique R? assigned to each
predictor) by their sum (total R?) and multiplying it by 100, so that the individual percent relative
weights (%RW) sum to 100% (Johnson, 2000). Relative importance was calculated by
employing the relative weight program, provided by Johnson (2000), which is a syntax file for
SPSS that calculates relative importance from a correlation matrix provided by the user. It is
noted that we made no psychometric corrections to the input correlations in order to

estimate %RWs in operational settings. Table 3 presents the relative importance of the five
performance dimensions for overall job performance. Task performance accounted for 43% of
the explained variance in overall job performance, followed by OCB-O 31%, CWB-O 14%,
OCB-I 7%, and CWB-I 5%. In other words, the %RW of non-task performance dimensions
targeted toward the organization (45% total; OCB-O, 31% and CWB-0, 14%) is similar to that
of task performance (43%) but substantially greater than that of non-task performance
dimensions targeted toward other employees (12% total; OCB-I, 7% and CWB-I, 5%) in
determining supervisor ratings of overall job performance. Therefore, the results are contrary to

Hypothesis 2.
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For Research Question 1, our finding is similar to Rotundo and Sackett (2002) and
Lievens et al. (2008) in that task performance explained the most significant proportion of
variance in overall performance ratings relative to other performance dimensions (%RW = 43%
for task performance; 38% for OCB; and 19% for CWB). However, our results do not match
with the results of Lievens et al. (2008) or Rotundo and Sackett (2002) in terms of the relative
importance of OCB and CWB. Unlike our study, Rotundo and Sackett (2002) found that CWB is
substantially more important than OCB, although their study did not quantify the exact
difference by reporting the %RWs of performance dimensions. Both our study and Lievens et al.
(2008) found that OCB is more important than CWB, although the degrees of relative

importance differed (38% vs. 19% in our study; 33% vs. 30% in Lievens et al., 2008).

Put Table 3 here

Discussion

Summary

The current study finds that the most optimal factor structure for the job performance
criterion domain includes at least five dimensions: task performance, OCB-O, OCB-I, CWB-I,
and CWB-0. Among the five job performance dimensions, task performance is the most crucial
for determining supervisor ratings of overall job performance. Moreover, the organizational
dimensions of non-task performance (OCB-O and CWB-O) are considerably more important
than interpersonal performance dimensions (OCB-I and CWB-I) in determining supervisor
ratings of overall job performance.
Contributions to Scholarship

Our study contributes to the literature on job performance in a number of important ways.
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First, our results have theoretical implications for the optimal factor structure of job
performance. Relying on multifoci social exchange theory, we identified and confirmed that the
most optimal factor structure in operational settings is a five-factor model including task
performance, OCB-I, OCB-O, CWB-I, and CWB-O. Our use of organizational data based on
incumbents, in the form of both research-purpose (job performance dimensions) and
administrative-purpose (overall job performance) supervisor ratings, provides a needed
complement to the vignette policy capturing studies conducted by Rotundo and Sackett (2002)
and Lievens et al. (2008), offering some generalizability of their findings. Theoretically, our
results also extend those policy-capturing studies by acknowledging and providing evidence for
the importance of the multifoci social exchange model of non-task performance (Cropanzano &
Mitchell, 2005; Lavelle et al., 2007), which breaks OCB and CWB into interpersonal and
organizational dimensions. For example, our results demonstrate that all target-based dimensions
of non-task performance (except for CWB-I) are significantly related to overall job performance,
providing some evidence for the importance of breaking non-task performance into interpersonal
and organizational dimensions. Our results shed light on social exchange relationships in
organizations by supporting the view that employees display their workplace behaviors toward
different exchange parties (e.g., individuals or the organization).

Second, we utilized relative weight analysis to analyze the relative importance of the five
major job performance dimensions. Our results are consistent with the conventional view that
task performance (43%) matters more than any other dimensions (OCB-O 31%, CWB-O 14%,
OCB-I 7%, and CWB-I 5%) for determining overall job performance ratings. Interestingly,
organizational-target dimensions of OCB and CWB are more important than interpersonal-target

dimensions of OCB and CWB. Further, we found that task-based or non-interpersonal
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performance dimensions (task performance, OCB-O, and CWB-O) are considerably more
important than interpersonal performance dimensions (OCB-I and CWB-I) in determining
overall job performance ratings (%RW = 88% vs. 12%). In addition, we found that task
performance (43%), OCB (38%), and CWB (19%) matter in this order in predicting overall job
performance. These results support socioanalytic theory (Hogan & Shelton, 1998; see also Lance
et al., 2006), which suggests that performance raters have agendas and their performance ratings
will therefore be influenced by the degree to which the ratee advances that agenda. In particular,
supervisors’ success is in large part determined by the productivity of their subordinates, so
supervisors may be more likely to evaluate employees’ overall performance depending upon
output quantity and quality, resource utilization efficiency, and productivity (Hogan & Shelton,
1998; Oh & Berry, 2009). For these reasons, task-based performance dimensions (i.e., task
performance, OCB-O, and CWB-0O) may reflect greater relative importance than interpersonal
performance dimensions (OCB-I and CWB-I) in determining supervisor ratings of overall job
performance. Relatedly, several studies conducted in operational settings (Borman, White, &
Dorsey, 1995; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994) have found equal weights for task and contextual
performance for personnel decisions. One possibility is that the reduced relative weight for OCB
found in this study may be due to the idea that the CWB weight ‘borrows more from’ the OCB
weight than from the task performance weight.

Third, the fact that the %RW of CWB-O (14%) exceeds the combined %RW of OCB-I and
CWB-I (12%)), deserves attention. This finding implies that CWB-O (e.g., wasting resources,
sabotage, and substance abuse) may matter more than OCB-I (e.g., helping and courtesy) and
CWB-I (e.g., gossiping and harassment) when supervisors evaluate the overall job performance

of employees. This could either be due to supervisors not valuing interpersonal-target behaviors
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as much as organizational-target behaviors (perhaps because organizational-target behaviors
more directly benefit supervisors), or due to supervisors not observing employees engaging in
interpersonal behaviors as much as organizational-target behaviors (e.g., employees’
interpersonal behaviors more commonly target coworkers; Berry, Carpenter, & Barratt, 2012;
Carpenter, Berry, & Houston, 2014). Moreover, a cultural issue may lead to the low relative
contributions of OCB-I and CWB-I in the prediction of supervisor’s overall job performance
ratings. Hofstede (1984) described people in collectivistic countries as having high faithfulness
in organizations, expending exertion toward organizational goals, and cooperating with each
other in mutually dependent means. In tight collectivistic settings, voluntary social-oriented
behaviors (OCB-I) are socially expected and become normative. Similarly, because protection of
in-group harmony is crucial for collectivistic cultures, keeping individuals from engaging in
behaviors that threaten social relationships (CWB-I) can be considered a cultural artifact and/or a
part of in-role expectation (Varela, Salgado, & Lasio, 2010). Thus, in collectivistic cultures, the
relative importance of these interpersonal dimensions of job performance (OCB-I and CWB-1)
are overshadowed by that of task-based dimensions of job performance (task performance, OCB-
O, and CWB-0). However, it is possible that CWB-I and OCB-I might carry greater weight in
supervisors’ ratings in more individualistic cultures. This is a possibility requiring future
research. Regardless of the weight assigned to the interpersonal forms of CWB, the present
study’s results augment the growing body of research demonstrating that CWB is an important
dimension of job performance separate from task performance and OCB (Dalal, 2005; Sackett et
al., 20006).

Applied Implications

Our research also holds three noteworthy applied implications. First, the five-factor job
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performance model emerges as the most optimal one. Therefore, practitioners should use
performance evaluations that clearly include all five dimensions of job performance in order to
attain the highest level of performance evaluation accuracy and comprehensiveness. Also, when
combining the dimension scores into a single composite score, HR practitioners should consider
assigning greater weight to the task-based or organizationally-directed performance dimensions,
as these are the dimensions that supervisors at least implicitly view as the most important.

Second, agreeing with Rotundo and Sackett (2002) and Lievens et al. (2008), our results
show that CWB carries important weight in the prediction of overall job performance ratings.
Organizational researchers and practitioners should pay more attention to the effective
measurement of CWB due to its secretive nature (e.g., CWB-O behaviors are less visible to
supervisors). Despite the reluctance among managers to rate their employees in terms of CWB
(Berry et al., 2012), organizations are encouraged to include CWB ratings to identify “bad
apples” and minimize the costs caused by CWB. This may be particularly important for such
jobs in which honesty and trustworthiness are critical for job success and unit performance (e.g.,
warehouse, banking, and security jobs).

Third, our study demonstrates that OCB-I and OCB-O in combination (38%) carry a
weight similar to task performance (43%) in predicting overall job performance ratings. In
addition, OCB-O has a weight of 31% compared to a 7% weight carried by OCB-I. This finding
yields important implications for employees. Since job performance ratings play a vital role in
determining personnel decisions (e.g., pay raises and promotions), our results offer advice to
employees that in order to achieve a high job performance rating, it is important to be both a
productive “organizational soldier” (i.e., a high performing employee) and a loyal

“organizational citizen” (i.e., an employee who goes the extra mile to advance organizational
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goals). Further, to influence performance ratings, our results indicate that it is relatively more
critical for employees to display OCB-O (e.g., civic virtue, compliance, and job dedication) than
OCB-I (e.g., altruism, courtesy, and helping).
Limitations and Future Research Directions

Several limitations should be acknowledged for future studies. First, our data was collected
from a single company in South Korea. Ployhart, Wiechmann, Schmitt, Sacco, and Rogg (2003)
used samples from Canada, South Korea, and Spain and found that supervisors employed the
performance rating scales in a largely equivalent manner across cultures, which supports the idea
that performance ratings may be generalizable across cultures. Nonetheless, other studies have
shown cultural differences in performance ratings. Dalton and Wilson (2000) suggested that
cultural differences in the leniency of performance ratings are likely to exist. Honeycutt, Siguaw,
and Hunt (1995) investigated ethics across cultures and found cultural differences in terms of the
relationship between sales performance and ethical behaviors, which implies potential cultural
differences in rewarding ethical behavior. They found that high performing U.S. salespeople
reported high ethical behavior, while the opposite was true in Taiwan. Given the fact that ethical
behavior is associated with OCB and CWB (Cohen, 2007; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994;
Turnipseed, 2002), there may be cultural differences in the value placed on OCB and CWB. As
mentioned earlier, cross-cultural research also offers a possible alternative explanation for the
relatively low weight assigned to interpersonal dimensions in the present study. In South Korea,
a collectivistic country, mild forms of interpersonal helping (OCB-I) are regarded as nothing
noteworthy (or in-role behavior) because this behavior is taken for granted or is expected if the
employee stays in the same organization. Minor/non-physical interpersonal harming (CWB-I) is

also less likely to occur and more likely to be underreported or tolerated even if it occurs, given
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their collectivistic culture where individuals are expected to maintain harmonious relationships
(rather than cause relationship troubles) with others. Similar to this conjecture, in a study of
1,022 individuals from Venezuela, Colombia, and Ecuador, which are clustered as collectivistic
countries in Hofstede’s studies (2001), Varela et al. (2010) argued and found that, in collectivistic
settings, OCB-I and CWB-I are categorized under task performance rather than OCB or CWB
dimensions. This finding may explain the lower relative weights for interpersonal job
performance dimensions found in this study. Thus, the degree to which the present study’s results
generalize to Western countries is not completely clear. Future research should further explore
this question.

Second, in addition to a cultural contingency, Bachrach, Powell, Bendoly, and Richey
(2006) demonstrated that OCB, such as helping and civic virtue, is more strongly related to the
evaluation of employee performance at higher levels of task interdependence. Therefore,
supervisors may weight OCB differently in the evaluation of their subordinates’ performance in
work contexts characterized by different levels of task interdependence. Thus, to deepen our
understanding of the relative importance of the five job performance dimensions on overall job
performance, it will be important for future studies to either control or model the influence of
task interdependence on the relationship between interpersonal performance dimensions and
overall job performance.

Third, all five job performance dimensions in our study were measured at the same time
and by the same source (supervisors), although overall job performance ratings were conducted
six months after the initial survey. Significant correlations among the five job performance
dimensions may come from the halo effect. For instance, if a supervisor favorably evaluates one

aspect of a subordinate’s job performance, the supervisor may tend to favorably evaluate other
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aspects of his/her job performance. In other words, task performance may be inflated by the
manifestation of OCB-O and/or CWB-O or vice versa. Raters from different organizational
levels may attend to different behaviors (Oh & Berry, 2009). For instance, peer ratings may be
more suited for rating interpersonal job performance dimensions, whereas supervisor ratings may
be more suited for rating task-based job performance dimensions (Hogan & Shelton, 1998; Oh &
Berry, 2009). Thus, it would be great for future research to respond to the calls from Oh and
Berry (2009) to make use of 360-degree performance ratings to more precisely capture all
relevant job behaviors. It is possible that the relative weight given to task-based versus
interpersonal performance dimensions would differ by rating source.

Fourth, although there is no single unanimously accepted minimum sample size for
conducting factor analyses and the suggested minimum sample sizes range from 100 to over
1,000 (Mundfrom, Shaw, & Ke, 2005), the sample size for the present study is still quite small
and sits near the lower bound of the aforementioned range. This is due to the difficulty of data
collection as well as other factors that were beyond our control (e.g., some employees left the
company before the collection of overall job performance, six months later). Since sample size
influences statistical power and significance of findings, we encourage future research to
replicate our study by collecting data from more subjects in order to obtain more stable
estimates.

Lastly, although in the current study we operationalized OCB with task-based and
interpersonal dimensions (OCB-O and OCB-I), recent research has shown that the criterion
domain of OCB might also include another dimension indicated by change- or challenge-
oriented OCB behaviors (e.g., voice and taking charge) (Chiaburu et al., 2011). This change-

oriented OCB (also known as OCB-CH) has been found to be an important performance
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dimension that yields unique contribution to overall job performance above and beyond OCB-I,
OCB-O, and task performance (Chiaburu, Oh, Wang, & Stoverink, 2017). Since the performance
dimension of OCB-CH was recently found and examined, we were unable to incorporate this
newly found performance dimension into our study. Hence, the explanatory power of our model
is limited due to the omission of this important performance dimension and the percentage of
variance explained in our study may be an underestimate. Future studies may further explore this
dimension of OCB and examine its relative importance in determining overall job performance

ratings.
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Table 1. Job Performance Factor Structure
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Measurement Models x df  y¥/df  AIC CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Ay (df)

?g{f,g_})' > factors: (TP), (OCB-0), (OCB-D), (CWB-O). 149589 760 195 168280 93 .92 .09 09

g\if?é - 3 factors: (TP), (OCB-0, OCB-D), (CWB-O, 170322 776 220 187322 .92 .91 10 09 204.33°(7)
Ig\i,d'f}l; - 3 factors: (TP), (OCB-0, CWB-0), (OCB-L, 2979.65 776 3.84 3149.65 88 88 .16 12 1480.76°(7)
g&%}l‘; - 2 factors: (TP, OCB-0, CWB-0), (0CB-L, 321044 778 413 337644 88 87 .17 12 1711.5579)
1(\)4)0(161 3 -2 factors: (TP, OCB-1, CWB-D), (OCB-O, CWB- 314657 778 405 331427 87 .87 17 13 1649.38°(9)
Ig\i,d'f}l? - 2 factors: (TP), (OCB-0, OCB-1, CWB-0, 304027 778 391 320627 88 87 .16 12 1541.38°9)
Model 7 - 1 factor: (TP, OCB-O, OCB-I, CWB-O, CWB-I) 3247.06 779 4.17 3411.06 .87 87 .17 12 1748.17°(10)
Model 8 - 5 factors + one second-order factor indicated by 1561.19 774 202 173519 92 92 10 11 62.30°(5)

five first order factors

Note. n = 113. For changes in chi-square, Models 2-8 were compared with Model 1. TP = task performance; OCB-O = organization-directed OCB; OCB-I =
interpersonally-directed OCB; CWB-O = organization-directed CWB; CWB-I = interpersonally-directed CWB. AIC = Akaike’s information criterion; CFI
= comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root mean square residual.

"p<.05
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Table 2. Means, Standard Deviation, Reliabilities, and Correlations between Study Variables

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Overall Job Performance 8.24 1.55 -

2. Task Performance 3.82 (3.82) .69 (.82) 48" (.83) 53" 55" -.53" -46"
3. OCB-O 3.75 (3.76) .61 ((71) 417 .60 (.88) 73" -39 417
4. OCB-1 3.93 (3.95) .65 (.64) 24" 58" 70" (.90) -.53" 51
5.CWB-0O 1.51 (1.50) A7 (.50) -30° -.52° -38" -.50" (.91) 78"
6. CWB-I 1.47 (1.46) AT (.45) -.17 -43" -.50° -51° 17 (.88)

Note. Listwise n = 80 (below the diagonal). OCB-O = organization-directed OCB; OCB-I = interpersonally-directed OCB; CWB-O = organization-
directed CWB; CWB-I = interpersonally-directed CWB. Values in parentheses on the diagonal represent internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s o)
estimates. n = 113 for the correlations above the diagonal and means and SDs in parentheses.

p<.05
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Table 3. Relative Weights of Performance Dimensions for Ratings of Overall Job Performance

Variables RW %RW

DV: Overall Job Performance
Task Performance 13 43%
OCB-O .10 31%
OCB-1 .02 7%
CWB-0O .04 14%
CWB-1 .01 5%
R*= 31 (R=.56) 31 100%

Note. Listwise n = 80. DV = dependent variable; OCB-O = organization-directed OCB; OCB-I = interpersonally-directed OCB; CWB-O= organization-
directed CWB; CWB-I = interpersonally-directed CWB; DV = dependent variable; RW = relative weight, that is the proportionate/relative contribution each
predictor makes to the overall R? and %RW = % relative weight [= (RW / overall R*) x 100].
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Job Performance Factor Structure based on Parcel Indicators
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Measurement Models r df y¥df AIC CFI TLI  RMSEA SRMR Ay (df)
Model 1 - 5 factors: (TP), (OCB-0), (OCB-I), (CWB-0), 15191 80 190 23191 97 96 09 07
(CWB-I) . . . . . . .
Model 2 - 3 factors: (TP), (OCB-0O, OCB-I), (CWB-0O, CWB- 21342 87 245 27942 95 94 12 07 61 51*(7)
) . . . . . . . .
Model 3 - 3 factors: (TP), (OCB-0O, CWB-0), (OCB-I, CWB- 79195 87 830 78795 26 23 26 12 570.04°(7)
) . . . . . . . .
Model 4 - 2 factors: (TP, OCB-O, CWB-0), (OCB-I, CWB-I) 747.15 89 839 809.16 .84 .82 .26 A3 595.24°(9)
Model 5 - 2 factors: (TP, OCB-I, CWB-I), (OCB-O, CWB-O) 760.20 89 8.54 82220 .84 .81 .26 A2 608.29°(9)
Model 6 - 2 factors: (TP), (OCB-0O, OCB-I, CWB-O, CWB-I) 711.30 89 7.99 77330 .86 .83 25 A2 559.39°(9)
Model 7 - 1 factor: (TP, OCB-O, OCB-I, CWB-O, CWB-I) 751.11 90 835 811.11 .84 .81 .26 A2 599.20°(10)
Model 8 - 5 factors + one second-order factor indicated by 26208 85 309 33228 94 93 14 10 110.37°(5)

five first order factors

Note. n = 113. For changes in chi-square, Models 2-8 were compared with Model 1. TP = task performance; OCB-O = organization-directed OCB; OCB-I =
interpersonally-directed OCB; CWB-O = organization-directed CWB; CWB-I = interpersonally-directed CWB. AIC = Akaike’s information criterion; CFI
= comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root mean square residual.

p<.05



