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Review Article

Moderating Role of Individual Cultural Differences
on Supervisory Rating of Employee Performance

and Behavior

Sirisuhk Rakthin

ABSTRACT

Past research studies have focused on the relationship of the employee’s voice, helping, and
counterproductive behavior and the increase in the likelihood that employees will receive favorable/
unfavorable evaluation for their actions. However, there is a gap in investigating the effect of a supervisor’s
cultural differences that might influence the level of favorable/unfavorable evaluation. This article aims to
identify the relations and address this gap by reviewing and summarizing the extant empirical and theoretical
works to inform the state of the research, clarifying problems, and developing propositions that include the
supervisor’s cultural difference, that is, individualistic versus collectivistic, as a moderator on the supervisor’s
rating of an employee’s voice, helping, and counterproductive behavior. Taken as a whole, this review article
organizes, integrates, and evaluates previous literature involving the favorable/unfavorable evaluation by the
supervisor on employee’s voice, helping, and counterproductive behavior, and proposes the moderating effect
of the supervisor’s individual cultural differences on such relationships. Furthermore, the article considers the
progress of current research in order to provide directions for organizations to better manage or shape their
employees’ voice and helping behavior or differentiate counterproductive behavior in a way that is consistent
with the globally competitive environment including organizational goals and strategies. Implications and
recommendations to solve the problems, and future research directions are provided.

Keywords: individualistic, collectivistic, performance evaluation, voice behavior, helping behavior
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INTRODUCTION

A growing body of research studies during
the past 20 years has supported the investigations of
three broad performance components—task,
citizenship, and counterproductive performance—on
the structure of job performance. Many research
studies found a strong relationship between task
performance and organizational citizenship behavior
(OCB), especially, voice and helping behavior, and
the supervisor’s favorable job performance rating.
Employees who exhibit a higher level of task
performance, offer help to others, and display high
levels of initiative will receive higher performance
ratings (Allen & Rush, 1998; Mackenzie, Podsakoff
& Fetter, 1991; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994;
Van Dyne & LePine, 1998; Werner 1994; Whiting,
Podsakoff, & Pierce, 2008). Similarly, research
progress has been made in defining the underlying
structures of counterproductive behavior in a
workplace including its antecedents in an attempt to
predict this type of behavior, including how the
counterproductive behavior in a workplace could
cause an unfavorable performance rating (Orr,
Sackett & Mercer, 1989; Posthuma, Campion, &
Vargas, 2005).

However, relatively little is known about
how the supervisor’s individual cultural differences
could influence the relationship between an
employee’s voice, helping, and counterproductive
behavior and the favorable/unfavorable performance
evaluation rating by the supervisor. The difference
between the independent/individualistic and the
interdependent/collectivistic models (Hofstede, 1991;
Triandis, 1995) of the supervisor may have different
impacts on such a relationship.

In this article, I review the extant empirical
and theoretical works, clarify problems, and develop
propositions describing a moderating effect of
individual’s cultural differences on the relationship
between an employee’s voice, helping, and
counterproductive behavior and the favorable/

unfavorable performance rating by the supervisor.
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Although past research studies have focused on the
relationship of the employee’s voice, helping, and
counterproductive behavior and the increase in
likelihood that the employee will receive favorable/
unfavorable evaluation for their actions, there is a
gap in investigating the effect of the supervisor’s
cultural differences that might influence the level of
favorable/unfavorable evaluation on the employee’s
voice, helping, and counterproductive behavior
(Grant & Ashford, 2008; Seibert, Crant, & Kraimer,
1999; Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001; Thompson,
2005). Most of the recent research studies have
concentrated on the importance of the individual or
organizational factors on the employee’s voice,
helping, and counterproductive behavior themselves
or their antecedents. Therefore, this review article
aims to address this gap by organizing, integrating,
and evaluating previous literature involving the
supervisor’s rating on employee’s voice, helping,
and counterproductive behavior, and proposing how

the differences between individualistic and

609

collectivistic dimensions of the supervisor may
moderate the relationship between the employee’s
voice, helping, and counterproductive behavior and
the favorable/unfavorable evaluation by the
supervisor. The diagram of the proposed model is
shown in Figure 1.

In addition, both research scholars and
managers will benefit from the understanding of
how the supervisor’s rating of employee’s voice,
helping, and counterproductive behavior might be
biased by the differences in the supervisor’s
individual cultural dimension. These findings would
support the organizations’ ability to better manage
or shape its employees’ voice and helping behavior
or differentiate counterproductive behavior in a way
that is consistent with the current competitive
environment including organizational goals and
strategies. Finally, the potential practical
implications, recommendations to solve the
problems, and directions for future research are also

discussed in the last section of the paper.

Counterproductive
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Behavior

Voice/Helping

P2,P3(+)

Supervisor’s
Individual Culture
(Individualistic/
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Behavior
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Figure 1 Moderators of the relationship between employee’s voice, helping, and counterproductive behavior

and favorable/unfavorable evaluation by the supervisor. (P1-P8: proposition 1 to proposition 8; “+:

c_,

positive correlation; “-: negative correlation)
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LITERATURE REVIEW

Employee’s task performance and supervisor’s
rating: Definition and dimensions

Researchers have focused on identifying
components of the job performance domain for
more than three decades (Borman & Motowidlo,
1993; Campbell, 1994; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Whiting
et al., 2008). The most obviously significant
dimension of job performance which has long been
accepted by many research studies is in-role
behavior or task performance (Whiting et al., 2008).
The definition of task performance has long been
developed and integrated by many scholars. Murphy
(1989) defined

accomplishment of duties and responsibilities

task performance as the

associated with a given job, while Borman and
Motowidlo (1993), focused more on the actions and
performance rather than the final results, defining
task performance as the activities that are formally
recognized as part of the job and that contribute to
the organization’s technical core. For the purpose of
this article, I will use the definition developed by
Rotundo and Sackett (2002). They defined task
performance as “behaviors that contribute to the
production of a good or the provision of a service.”

Consequences of task performance

There are several theoretical and practical
reasons for expecting that employees who deliver
high levels of task performance will receive a more
favorable job evaluation rating from their
supervisors. Practically, most job appraisals are
intended to capture this form of behavior and use it
as the basis for rewarding in the formal organization
system (Whiting et al., 2008). Likewise, research
studies in both field and laboratory settings provided
evidence that task performance is significantly
related to the job performance rating (Allen & Rush,
1998; Mackenzie et al., 1991; Motowidlo & Van
Scotter, 1994; Orr et al., 1989; Rotundo & Sackett,
2002; Werner 1994; Whiting et al., 2008). Although
a positive effect between employees’ task

performance and job evaluation rating from

supervisors is not a surprise; [ include a proposition
as a baseline for demonstrating a complete concept
of a proposed model. Therefore:

Proposition 1: The employee who exhibits a
higher level of task performance will receive a

favorable rating.

Employee’s voice and helping behavior and
supervisor’s rating: Definition and dimensions

Increasing competition in the global business
world encourages organizations to pay more
attention to employees through organizational
citizenship behavior (OCB). OCB has been known
to increase both the quality and quantity of work
group performance, customer satisfaction,
profitability, and revenue per full time employee
(Whiting et al., 2008). As business is shifting toward
the customer-centric paradigm, organizations tend to
rely on employees who possess OCB in order to
promote initiative, creativity, innovation, and
changes in the nature of jobs, and also communicate
to the employees how their OCB will be valued and
rewarded.

Many researchers differentiate between task
performance and OCB by considering whether the
behavior is in-role, part of the job description, or
extra-role (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Rotundo & Sackett,
2002; Van Dyne, Cummings, & McLean Parks,
1995). Van Dyne and LePine (1998) described two
forms of extra-role behavior: helping (affiliative-
promotive) and voice (challenging-promotive). They
defined helping as a cooperative behavior that
emphasizes a small act of consideration and is
non-controversial, whereby defining voice as a
promotive behavior that emphasizes expression of
constructive challenge intended to improve rather
than merely criticize. In addition, while voice is
making innovative suggestions for change and
recommending modifications to standard procedures
even when others disagree, helping is building and
preserving relationships and focusing on
interpersonal harmony (Van Dyne et al., 1995; Van

Dyne & LePine, 1998).
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Consequences of voice and helping behavior
According to many research studies,
employees who engage in extra-role behavior, either
in offering help or initiative, will receive reward or
punishment, depending heavily on how others
evaluate their behavior (Ashford, Blatt, &
VandeWalle, 2003; Grant & Ashford, 2008;
Williams, Miller, Steelman, & Levy, 1999). In
general, if the employee’s extra-role behavior such
as voice or helping behavior is viewed as
interpersonally or organizationally beneficial, it will
be linked to the reward reinforcement or favorable
outcomes (Grant & Ashford, 2008). The favorable
outcomes to the employees who present their voice
and helping behavior could be in forms of higher
supervisor ratings, more awards, and a greater
number of promotions (Allen & Rush, 1998;
Borman, White, & Dorsey, 1995; Mackenzie et al.,
1991; Van Scotter, Motowidlo, & Cross, 2000). In
keeping with these previous studies, I expect that:
Proposition 2: The employee who exhibits a
higher level of helping behavior will receive a
favorable rating.
Proposition 3: The employee who exhibits a
higher level of voice will receive a favorable rating.
Although the other dimensions of OCB (for
example, dependability and attendance, and
following policies and procedures) are also known
to support a favorable job performance rating, I
focus on two types of OCB—voice and helping
behavior—because they (a) are directed at the
organization, (b) are of growing interest to
researchers, but (¢) have not been examined
intensively in a job evaluation rating context
(Whiting et al., 2008). In addition, I also focus
attention on a more critical issue which is the
supervisor’s rating since it is the direct feedback that
the supervisor will provide to the employee while
other forms of favorable outcomes, (for example,
awards or promotion) might not be under the

supervisor’s sole discretion.

Employee’s counterproductive behavior and
supervisor’s rating definition and dimensions

Antecedents, dimensions, and underlying
structures of employee’s counterproductive behavior
have become increasingly important aspects of job
performance analysis in an effort to predict such
behavior (Gruys & Sackett, 2003; Hunt, 1996;
Raelin 1994; Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Rotundo
and Sackett, 2002;). The reason for the growing
interest in this area might be the increasing
prevalence of this negative behavior including the
inefficiency and enormous costs to the organizations
that are associated with this counterproductive
behavior nowadays (Chiu & Peng, 2008). This area
of counter productivity is becoming burdened with
various definitions and conceptualizations of deviant
workplace behavior. Robinson and Bennett (1995)
referred to the four classes of deviant behavior as (1)
production deviance (for example, intentionally
working slower than you could have worked), (2)
political deviance (for example, repeated gossip
about a co-worker), (3) property deviance (for
example, taking property from work without
permission), and (4) personal aggression (for
example, making an ethnic or sexually harassing
remark or joke at work).

An employee’s counterproductive or deviant
behavior can be categorized variously with respect
to the form or context in which it is carried out.
Gruys and Sackett (2003) proposed eleven general
categories of counterproductive work behavior
which are (1) theft and related behavior; (2)
destruction of property; (3) misuse of information;
(4) misuse of time and resources; (5) unsafe
behavior; (6) poor attendance; (7) poor quality work;
(8) alcohol use; (9) drug use; (10) inappropriate
verbal actions; and (11) inappropriate physical
They

multidimensional scaling analysis and finally

actions. integrated and described a
suggested that most categories varied on two
dimensions: an interpersonal-organizational
dimension and a task relevance dimension (Gruys &

Sackett, 2003).
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In contrast to this stream of research, others
have examined employee deviance on the basis of
targets of behavior. Bennett and Robinson (2000)
classified employee work deviant behavior into two
forms: interpersonal deviance and organizational
deviance. As suggested by Berry, Ones, and Sackett
(2007), Hershcovis et al. (2007), Lee and Allen
(2002), Robinson and Bennett (1995), the two forms
of employee deviance may differ from each other
according to their respective antecedents in that
individual difference factors may be more related to
interpersonal deviance, whereas organizational (or
contextual) factors may be more related to
organizational deviance (Chiu & Peng, 2008).

Building on Gruys and Sackett (2003),
Raelin (1994), and Robinson and Bennett (1995), I
would categorize the employee’s counterproductive
work behavior into two groups that will yield
different consequences according to the differences
in the supervisor’s individual cultural values and
dimensions—(1) counterproductive behavior which
is individual-directed, for example, personal
aggression (serious deviance directed at other
individuals), political deviance (minor deviance
directed at other individuals), drug use, alcohol use,
and (2) counterproductive behavior which is
organization-directed, for example, production
deviance (minor deviance directed at the
organization), property deviance (serious deviance
directed at the organization), poor quality work, and
other related deviant behaviors that directly harm
the well-being of the organization.

Consequences of counterproductive
behavior

Researchers and practitioners have long been
interested in identifying which aspects of an
employees’ performance are rewarded by
supervisors in performance ratings. Although it is
that the

counterproductive behavior plays an important role

generally believed employee’s
in how supervisors form overall impressions of and
evaluate their employees, there is a limited amount

of research that has investigated other factors that

might moderate the role of this component in
performance evaluations.

Rotundo and Sackett (2002) investigated the
relative importance of three major components of
job performance rating—task performance,
contextual performance, and counterproductive
performance—and found that overall ratings of
performance were influenced by these three factors.
Empirical studies showed that employees who
exhibit more counterproductive work behavior (for
example, late, absent, unsafe, or careless) will also
receive lower performance ratings since the
supervisors take into account all dimensions of their
employees’ counterproductive work behavior in
their assessment of job performance evaluation (Orr
et al.,, 1989; Posthuma et al., 2005). Considering
these findings along with my proposed dimensions
of CWB as discussed earlier, I propose the
following:

Proposition 4: The employee who exhibits a
higher level of either organization-directed or
individual-directed CWB will

unfavorable rating.

receive an

Moderating role of supervisor’s cultural differences

With the pursuit of global business
opportunities by large-sized and middle-sized
organizations, the need to delineate and understand
employees with diverse cultural backgrounds
becomes a business imperative. As organizations
step into globalized and multicultural competition
with diverse cultural human resources, another
important factor that warrants attention is the
cultural differences. As mentioned earlier, research
supports that there is a positive/negative relationship
between the employee’s voice and helping behavior/
counterproductive behavior and the supervisor’s
favorable evaluation. Research progress has been
made in investigating the effect of contextual
difference in employee’s voice and helping behavior
(Frazier & Bowler, 2015; Whiting et al., 2012). For
example, recent research found that although

employee voice behavior is expected to have
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important organizational benefits, employees
voicing their recommendations for organizational
change may be evaluated either positively or
negatively by other observers in the organization
(Whiting et al., 2012). However, less is known about
the influence of a supervisor’s cultural differences
that might influence such a relationship (Grant &
Ashford, 2008; Seibert et al., 1999 & 2001;
Thompson, 2005). Since a primary goal of mine is
to extend the existing literature on the different
effects of individual cultural values—collectivism/
individualism—the next section will discuss the
definitions and importance of these two specific
types of individual cultural values.

Cultural values: Independence/individua-
lism and interdependence/collectivism

The collective mental programs of the mind
which are an accumulation of cultural patterns and
processes resulting in unique ways of thinking and
perceiving phenomena are what distinguish one
culture from another (Hofstede, 1980; Yamaguchi,
1993). Cultural values not only define what is right
or wrong according to group norms, but they also
guide the actions of group members (Adler, 1997,
Buttery & Holt, 2000; Ravlin & Meglino, 1987;
Trompenaars, 1993). Researchers generally use
cultural values as a construct to explain how the
individuals of a specific cultural system would act in
a given circumstance.

The framework from Hofstede’s seminal
cultural study (1980) provides that collectivism is
characterized by its dominant cultural value
preference of mutual dependence, while individualism
is characterized by its dominant cultural value
preference of self-reliance where individual needs
are valued with higher priority than group needs
(Hofstede, 1994; Mendenhall, Punnett, & Ricks,
1995).

On the other hand, Markus and Kitayama
(1991) suggest that people in different cultures have
strikingly different construals of the self, of others,
and of the interdependence of the others. In addition,

they state that construals can influence, and in many

cases determine, the very nature of individual
experience, including cognition, emotion, and
motivation. In sum, they theorized that an
interdependent and collectivistic individual will
have a high sense of interconnectedness and
belongingness with one’s social ingroup, while the
independent and individualistic one will pay more
attention to direct personal control over social
situations, a sense of autonomy, and a desire to
express internal attributes in order to establish
uniqueness among others.

According to these various schools of
thought, we may summarize that a person who is
highly collectivistic is one who defines the self as an
interdependent entity which is a part or aspect of a
group, prioritizes group goals over personal goals,
acts according to social norms, and emphasizes
having a strong relationship in group. In contrast, a
person who is highly individualistic (or high in
individualism) is one who views the self as
independent of others and being autonomous,
focuses on personal goals, acts upon personal beliefs
and values, acts according to attitudes rather than
social norms, and emphasizes task outcomes
(Hofstede, 1991; Markus & Kitayama, 1991;
Triandis, 1995).

Models of moderating effects of supervisor’s
cultural differences

The provision and perception of helping
behavior should be of particular extrinsic and
intrinsic value to a member of the collectivistic
culture. One may argue that since helping behavior
could be viewed as a part of social norms, it may be
of maximum intrinsic value and an expected action
to fulfill one’s responsibilities. However, for
thousands of years, helping and repaying have long
been generally acceptable behaviors which will lead
to group success and allow for maintaining social
harmony among people in countries with a high
level of collectivism, for example, Japan, China,
Korea, and Thailand. In addition, since the
high

interconnectedness, it is likely that the employee

collectivist will have a sense of
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who shows that he/she is likely to engage in social
networking, build close interpersonal relationships,
and establish a sense of belongingness, will also be
valued by the collectivistic supervisor. Thus:

Proposition 5: If the supervisor’s collectivism
is high, the employee who exhibits a higher level of
helping behavior will receive a higher favorable
rating.

In contrast, provision and perception of
voice behavior in displaying high levels of initiative
should be of particular extrinsic and intrinsic value
to a member of the individualistic culture or, in
other words, of the culture with a lower level of
collectivism. Since the individualists possess a
model of the self as fundamentally independent, this
motivates them to strive for expressing their internal
attributes in establishing uniqueness from the others
(Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Thus, voice behaviors
in showing a high level of initiative or creativity
could be viewed as unique attributes of oneself and
could contribute to an organization, thereby
increasing a favorable evaluation by the supervisor.
Nevertheless, these behaviors may be valued less if
the supervisor has a higher level of collectivism
since the displaying of uniqueness may also
represent a signal of not being a part of the ingroup
or an attempt to be inconsistent with the social
norms. Therefore, I expect the following:

Proposition 6: If the supervisor’s collectivism
is low, the employee who exhibits a higher level of
voice will receive a higher favorable rating.

Since individuals with different values
possess different “patterned ways of thinking”
(Kluckhohn, 1951), they also differ in their attitude
to which behavior is appropriate or inappropriate
(Ng & Van Dyne, 2001), including the level of
sensitivity and impact of such appropriateness.
These attitudes in turn influence behavioral
responses (Eagly & Chaiken, 1998). Based upon a
collectivist’s value orientation that emphasizes
interdependence and the group’s goal rather than the
self and promotes social harmony within the group

or organization (Trilandis, 1995), it is likely that the

supervisor who possesses high collectivism will
place more negative weight when rating an
employee who exhibits organization-directed,
counterproductive behavior than one with
individual-directed, counterproductive behavior.
However, for a supervisor who is high in
individualism, that is, one who views the self as
independent of others, focuses on personal goals,
and acts upon personal beliefs and values (Trilandis,
1995), it is likely that he/she will place more
negative weight on the individual-directed,
than the

organization-directed, counterproductive behavior.

counterproductive behavior
Therefore, it is predicted that the supervisor’s
individualism/collectivism difference will influence
the job performance rating when evaluating the
employee’s counterproductive work behavior.

Proposition 7: If the supervisor’s collectivism
is high, the employee who exhibits a higher level of
organization-related CWB will receive a more
unfavorable rating.

Proposition 8: If the supervisor’s collectivism
is low, the employee who exhibits a higher level of
individual-related CWB will receive a more

unfavorable rating.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This article has reviewed the extant
empirical and theoretical works, clarified practical
problems, and developed propositions for assessing
the effect of individual’s cultural dimensions on the
relationship between employee’s voice, helping, and
counterproductive behavior and favorable/
unfavorable ratings by the supervisor. In sum, the
proposed conceptual model is a bridge between the
employee’s voice, helping, and counterproductive
behavior literature and the supervisor’s individual
cultural variation. The propositions suggest
moderating effects on the relationship between the
employee’s voice, helping, and counterproductive
behavior and the favorable rating by the supervisor

by identifying different influences of the supervisor’s
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cultural dimensions on different contexts of the
employee’s behavior. This concept is quite unique
yet at the same time consistent with the intuition of
researchers and with the practical implications of
organizations in global business management today.
The propositional inventory of this paper represents
a clearer linkage between the individual cultural
values and the degree of favorable rating that the
employee might receive from his/her supervisor.
Three specific recommendations are outlined as
shown below.

First, more empirical works need to be
conducted to support the concept and propositions.
If the findings of a proposed empirical study support
the above mentioned propositions, the message for
practitioners will be clearer. That is, the
understanding of how the supervisor’s rating on
employee’s voice, helping, and counterproductive
behavior might be biased by the difference in the
supervisor’s individual cultural dimension would
help the organization to effectively manage the
employee’s voice, helping, and counterproductive
behavior in a way that corresponds to the goals,
corporate strategies, and competitive environment of
the employee.

Second, to increase the generalizability,
researchers should undertake more investigation of
other dimensions of cultures, for example, low/high
power distance, uncertainty avoidance, long/short
term commitment, masculinity/femininity, tightness/
looseness. Although the characteristics of cultural
values of collectivism/individualism may overlap
with, if not be already covered by, the other
dimensions of cultures as specified above, it is still
interesting to explore whether other different
cultural dimensions or a combination of them may
strengthen or weaken the relationship between the
employee’s voice, helping, and counterproductive
behavior and the favorable/unfavorable evaluation
rating by the supervisor.

Finally, since voice, helping, and
counterproductive behavior are anticipatory actions,

it is likely that the result of the supervisors’

evaluation, which may be biased by his/her cultural
differences, will affect the employee’s focus on his/
her current and future behavior both in terms of
context and intensity. As a result, the employee may
consciously plan to engage in voice or helping
behavior in a way that will strategically present his/
her extra-role performance to match the difference
associated with the supervisor’s preference. Thus,
the recommendation is to expand the scope of future
research to a richer and more complex range of
contexts for each behavior. The richness and
complexity of the understanding would be increased
and it would be helpful from a managerial
perspective to explore the employee’s specific
behavior regarding his/her preference for such
behavior that might be triggered according to the
impact of the supervisor’s cultural differences.

REFERENCES

Adler, N. (1997). International dimensions of
organizational behavior (3rd ed). Cincinnati,
OH: South-Western.

Allen, T. D., & Rush, M. C. (1998). The effects of
organizational citizenship behavior on
performance judgments: A field study and a
laboratory experiment. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 83, 247-260.

Ashford, S. J., Blatt, R., & VandeWalle, D. (2003).
Reflections on the looking glass: A review of
research on feedback-seeking behavior in
organizations. Journal of Management, 29, 769
—799.

Bennett, R. J., & Robinson, S. L. (2000).
Development of a measure of workplace
deviance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85,
349-360.

Berry, C. M., Ones, D. S., & Sackett, P. R. (2007).
Interpersonal deviance, organizational deviance,
and their common correlates: A review and
meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology,
92,410-424.



616 2. inpasmans (danw) 17 36 ativi 3

Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1993).
Expanding the criterion domain to include
elements of contextual performance. In N.
Schmitt & W. C. Borman (Eds.), Personnel
selection in organizations (pp. 71-98). San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Borman, W. C., White, L. A., & Dorsey, D. W.
(1995). Effects of ratee task performance and
interpersonal factors on supervisor and peer
performance ratings. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 80, 168—177.

Buttery, N., & Holt, J. (2000). Subordinate
perceptions of what constitutes an effective
manager in different cultural settings: Review
and research agenda. Retrieved from http://
wwwdocs.fce.unsw.edu.au/orgmanagement/
WorkingPapers/WP130.pdf.

Campbell, J. P. (1994). Alternative models of job
performance and their implications for
selection and classification. In M. G. Rumsey,
C. B. Walker, & J. H. Harris (Eds.), Personnel
selection and classification (pp. 33-51).
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum

Chiu, S. F. & Peng, J. C. (2008). The relationship
between psychological contract breach and
employee deviance: The moderating role of
hostile attributional style. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 73, 426-433. doi:10.1016
/j.jvb.2008.08.006

Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1998). Attitude
structure and function. In D. T. Gilbert, S. T.
Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of
social psychology (pp. 269-322). Boston, MA:
McGraw-Hill.

Frazier, M. L., & Bowler, Wm. M. (2015). Voice
climate, supervisor undermining, and work
outcomes: A group-level examination. Journal
of Management, 41, 841-863.

Grant, A. M., & Ashford, S. J. (2008). The
dynamics of proactivity at work. Research in
Organizational Behavior, 28, 3-34.

Gruys, M. L. & Sackett, P. R. (2003). Investigating
the dimensionality of counterproductive work

behavior. International Journal of Selection

and Assessment, 11(1), 30—42.

Hershcovis, M. S., Turner, N., Barling, J., Arnold, K.
A., Dupre, K. E., Inness, M., et al. (2007).
Predicting workplace aggression: A
meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology,
92,228-238.

Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture's consequences.
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Hofstede, G. (1991). Cultures and organizations:
Software of the mind. London, UK:
McGraw-Hill.

Hofstede, G. (1994). The business of international
business is culture. International Business
Review, 3(1), 1-14.

Hunt, S. T. (1996). Generic work behavior: An
investigation into the dimensions of entry-level,
hourly job performance. Personnel Psychology,
49, 51-83.

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. (1978). The social
psychology of organizations (2nd ed.). New
York, NY: Wiley.

Kluckhohn, C. (1951). The study of culture. In D.
Lerner & H. D. Lasswell (Eds.), The Policy
Sciences (pp. 86-101). Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press.

Lee, K., & Allen, N. J. (2002). Organizational
citizenship behavior and workplace deviance:
The role of affect and cognitions. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 87, 131-142.

MacKenzie, S. B., Podsakoff, P. M., & Fetter, R.
(1991). Organizational citizenship behavior and
objective productivity as determinants of
managerial evaluations of salespersons
performance. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 05, 123—-150.

Markus, H., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the
self: Implications for cognition, emotion and
motivation. Psychological Review, 98, 224-253.

Mendenhall, M., Punnett, B. J., & Ricks, D. (1995).
Global management. Cambridge, MA:
Blackwell Business.

Motowidlo, S. J., & VanScotter, J. R. (1994).
Evidence that task performance should be

distinguished from contextual performance.



1. inuasmand (dany) 119 36 atfud 3 617

Journal of Applied Psychology, 79, 475-480.

Murphy, K. R. (1989). Dimensions of job
performance. In R. Dillon & J. Pelligrino (Eds.),
Testing: Applied and theoretical perspectives
(pp. 218-247). New York, NY: Praeger.

Ng, K. Y., & Van Dyne, L. (2001). Individualism-
collectivism as a boundary condition for
effectiveness of minority influence in decision
making. Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 84(2), 198-225.

Orr, J. M., Sackett, P.R. & Mercer, M. (1989). The
role of prescribed and nonprescribed behaviors
in estimating the dollar value of performance.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 74, 34—40.

Posthuma, R. A., Campion, M. A., & Vargas, A. L.
(2005). Predicting counterproductive performance
among temporary workers: A note. Industrial
Relations, 44(3), 550-554.

Raelin, J. A. (1994). Three scales of professional
deviance within organizations. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 15, 483-501.

Ravlin, E. C., & Meglino, B. M. (1987). Effect of
values on perception and decision-making: A
study of alternative work value measures.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 72(4), 666—673.

Robinson, S. L., & Bennett, R. J. (1995). A typology
of deviant workplace behaviors: A
multidimensional scaling study. Academy of
Management Journal, 38, 555-572.

Rotundo, M., & Sackett, P. R. (2002). The relative

task,

counterproductive performance to global

importance of citizenship, and
ratings of job performance: A policy-capturing
approach. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87,
66-80.

Seibert, S. E., Crant, J. M., & Kraimer, M. L. (1999).
Proactive personality and career success.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 84, 416-427.

Seibert, S. E., Kraimer, M. L., & Crant, J. M. (2001).
What do proactive people do? A longitudinal
model linking proactive personality and career
success. Personnel Psychology, 54, 845-874.

Thompson, J. A. (2005). Proactive personality and

job performance: A social capital perspective.

Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 1011-1017.
Triandis, H. C. (1995). Individualism and
collectivism. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.
Trompenaars, F. (1993). Riding the waves of culture:
Understanding diversity in global business.
New York, NY: Irwin Professional Publishing.

Van Dyne, L., Cummings, L. L., & McLean Parks, J.
(1995). Extra-role behaviors: In pursuit of
construct and definitional clarity (a bridge over
muddied waters). In L. L. Cummings & B. M.
Staw (Eds.), Research in organizational
behavior (pp. 215-285). Greenwich, CT: JAI
Press.

Van Dyne, L., & LePine, J. A. (1998). Helping and
voice extra-role behaviors: Evidence of
construct and predictive validity. Academy of
Management Journal, 41(1), 108-119.

Van Scotter, J., Motowidlo, S. J., & Cross, T. C.
(2000). Effects of task performance and
contextual performance on systemic rewards.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 526-535.

Werner, J. M. (1994). Dimensions that make a
difference: Examining the impact of in-role and
extrarole behaviors on supervisory ratings.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 79, 98-107.

Whiting, S. W., Maynes, T. D., Podsakoff, N. P., &
Podsakoff, P. M. (2012). Effects of message,
source, and context on evaluations of employee
voice behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology,
97, 159-182.

Whiting, S. W., Podsakoff, P. M., & Pierce, J. R.
(2008). Effects of task performance, helping,
voice, and organizational loyalty on performance
appraisal ratings. Journal of Applied Psychology,
93, 125-139.

Williams, J. R., Miller, C. E., Steelman, L. A., &
Levy, P. E. (1999). Increasing feedback-seeking
in public contexts: It takes two (or more) to
tango. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84, 969—
976.

Yamaguchi, 1. (1993). Perception sharing in a
Japan-US cross-cultural corporation. The
International Journal of Career Management,
5(4), 9-18.



