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ABSTRACT

A QUANTITATIVE REVIEW OF PREDICTORS OF JOB TASK
AND CITIZENSHIP PERFORMANCE

By
Brian Hahn Kim
A large body of research on job performance has examined citizenship
performance behaviors in contrast with job task behaviors. However, findings in the
literature have not always provided consistent and overwhelming support for contextual,
or citizenship, performance theories, particularly with regard to its hypothesized
determinants. Meta-analytic results of this study partially support stipulations of
Motowidlo, Borman, and Schmit’s (1997) revised theory of contextual/citizenship job
performance. Personality dimensions tended to predict citizenship behaviors better than
task behaviors. However, cognitive ability remained the single best construct-level
predictor across the performance dimensions, in a variety of settings. Biodata also
predicted both task and citizenship performance very well. The implications of using

such a two-dimension framework are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

After nearly a century of concerted research on the topic, I/O psychologists
continue to disagree on what exactly constitutes job performance (Campbell 1990;
Coleman & Borman, 2000; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002; Van Dyne, Cummings, & Parks,
1995) despite the notion that “individual performance on a ‘task,’ virtually any task that
the culture views as having value, is one of the most important dependent variables in
psychology, basic or applied” (Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, & Sager, 1993, p. 35). At the
most general level, job performance is the set of behaviors executed by an employee in
the context of work that contribute to the overall effectiveness of an organization.
Understanding which employees perform this set of behaviors well and how they do so is
a central imperative for many areas of industrial-organizational research, most notably in
areas of personnel selection and job training.

Despite a general recognition that people can and do perform many different
actions at work, examinations of distinct aspects of job performance have been largely
ignored in research (Austin & Villanova, 1992). Job performance is most often measured
globally with a supervisor or peer rating (Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Cascio, 1995;
Cleveland, Murphy, & Williams, 1989; Scullen, Mount, & Goff, 2000). The use of broad
performance measures is practical and efficient for making simple evaluations based on
the rank order of individuals, as in selection. Furthermore, composite scores of
performance based on more specific measures tend to distribute people according to a
compensatory model of performance in which few workers excel on every dimension.

Despite these advantages, however, broad measurements of overall performance

result in a loss of information about specific causal relationships and typically leave a
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considerable portion of variance to be explained in the criterion (e.g., Schmidt, 2002; \
Schmidt et al., 1985; Viswesvaran & Ones, 2002; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). Measures of
overall performance can also create conceptual ambiguity when based on lower-order
constructs that are quite different and caused by different factors. That is, the antecedents
(e.g., cognitive ability) having the greatest influence on a performance composite may
differ from those having the greatest influence on a specific aspect of performance.

There remain some large gaps in the research literature about the nature of specific
relationships between various predictors and the possible facets of job performance
(Hough & Oswald, 2000). This problem has been evident for some time in “the criterion
problem” that results from the reliance on a single, criterion deficient outcome (Austin &
Villanova, 1992; Nathan & Alexander, 1988). To the extent that different aspects of job
performance are uniquely influenced by various determinants, theory requires critical
examinations of the full range of performance antecedents and how they cause each
performance behavior or process.

Fortunately, a few researchers have already attempted to lay the conceptual
foundation needed to define and study job performance at a more detailed level. Around
the late 1980s and early 90s, a number of job performance taxonomies were put forth by
various parties (e.g., Brief & Motowidlo, 1986; Campbell 1990; McCloy, Campbell, &
Cudeck, 1994; Organ, 1988; Schmidt & Hunter 1992). Campbell et al. (1993; Campbell,
Gasser, & Oswald, 1996) developed a broad taxonomy of performance behaviors that
was intended to account for all jobs in the Dictionary of Occupational Titles. The
taxonomy consists of eight components including aspects of task proficiency,

demonstrating effort, maintaining discipline, facilitating peer performance, supervising,



and managing. The Campbell model can be applied to many situations and has
undoubtedly sparked interesting research questions that would be ignored by focusing on
overall performance.

Although the general growth of large taxonomic systems like that proposed by
Campbell and colleagues has improved our ability to create theories about work
processes, a fair amount of attention has been focused on a particular set of behaviors that
were not traditionally thought of as job performance. Although not always well defined,
the general class of behaviors related to creating and maintaining a positive work
environment for the purpose of enhancing an individual’s or group’s capability of
producing organizational output seems important for making workers efficient and
satisfied, and achieving organizational success. Such behaviors have, in fact, been
included in a number of job performance models (e.g., Borman & Motowidlo, 1993;
Campbell et al., 1993; Organ, 1988; Van Dyne et al., 1995) and typically are
distinguished from other behaviors related more directly to the production of
organizational output.

While the 1990s witnessed the development of a number of labels for these
behaviors gain popularity, such as contextual, organizational citizenship, prosocial,
personal initiative, and extra-role performance, a recent confluence of research has begun
to support the various investigations of environment-supporting, or contextual, behaviors
as one broad dimension of job performance that is distinguishable from task-related
behaviors performed explicitly to deliver organizational output. The consideration of a
general distinction between “task™ and “contextual” behaviors allows for a more focused

study of performance at a level of detail just one step removed from the use of overall



performance measures, and is believed to benefit past performance models by increasing
parsimony and generalization across jobs.

Borman and Motowidlo (1997, Coleman & Borman, 2000) offered their initial
(1993) model of contextual performance as an overarching framework that subsumes
many facets of performance generally related to enhancing the work environment, or
context. Campbell and colleagues (1996) found their model to be compatible with the
Borman and Motowidlo (1993) framework by directly linking a portion of their
dimensions to contextual performance. Others (e.g., Organ, 1997; Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002) have linked the concept
of contextual performance to a set of almost parallel concepts (Organ, 1988) broadly
termed “organizational citizenship behaviors.”

This study reviews the conceptual framework of contextual, or (as it is now
commonly labeled) citizenship, performance as posited by previous theorists. As more
than a decade has passed since the introduction of the task-citizenship performance
taxonomy, it is appropriate to evaluate how this perspective has influenced research and
whether the distinction has elucidated our understanding of performance behaviors. This
review also helps to identify conceptual ambiguities and potential levers for closing the
theoretical gaps with research. Based on the literature review, a series of hypotheses
concerning the differential patterns of relationships between the task and citizenship
performance dimensions and various performance predictors are then tested in a
quantitative review of relevant published research. This study extends findings from
previous work by providing meta-analytic estimates of cumulated data, by examining

commonly used, practical measures of performance predictors as well as measures of



theoretical constructs, and by simultaneously considering the relationships of various
predictors of task and citizenship performance across a wide range of jobs.
Job Performance

Despite its obvious importance, re'search on the concept of performance had been
largely absent in the literature before the late 1980s (Campbell et al., 1996; Ford, Kraiger,
& Schechtman, 1986; Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit, 1997). Initially, performance was
assumed to be a general, uniform construct and a sufficient outcome against which other
phenomena could be validated. However, the general definition that has become
prevalent today considers performance to be those behaviors, under the control of the
individual, that contribute to the goals of an organization employing the individual
(Campbell et al., 1996; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). Though not necessarily restricted to
observable behaviors, performance is made up of actions and not intentions or
consequences of those actions, as stated in the definition (Campbell et al., 1993; Murphy,
1989). Furthermore, performance is not equivalent to effectiveness. Job performance is
simply action in the context of work; it can be executed well or poorly. Effectiveness and
other outcomes have a valence attached to them, a valence beyond the individual’s
control.

Beyond the definition, it is generally agreed that job performance consists of too
many distinct behaviors to be considered a single theoretical construct. The idea that
everything a person does at work (that contributes to organizational effectiveness) is the
same thing, job performance, with the same antecedents and consequences is hardly
useful. An analogous, equally impotent perspective would be to label most human

behaviors as simply life performance. Therefore, there has always been a need to
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differentiate performance behaviors based on their relationships to other constructs in a
nomological network for improving the theoretical meaning and practical usefulness of
job performance concepts.

Task Performance

Most would agree that any definition of job performance should at least include
those tasks that provide essential functions for transforming an organization’s raw input
to output (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Campbell et al., 1993; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002),
without which the organization would not survive. The foundation of modern /'O
psychology was, in fact, spurred on by task-based work such as Taylor’s initial studies of
scientific management (Taylor, 1911, 1912; Locke, 1982). With a lack of theory about
human resource potential, a readily available (and disposable) workforce, and burgeoning
interest in assembly line-type work, there was little point in studying non-task behaviors
during that era. Starting with those early studies, a plethora of research has supported the
validity and use of formal job tasks in understanding the nature of work (Austin &
Villanova, 1992).

Borman and Motowidlo (1993) conceptualized “task performance” as the
activities that execute or indirectly service core technical functions that transform
environmental resources into organizational products. Task behaviors cover a wide
range of behaviors performed by workers at all levels and can range from assembling car
parts to taking customer service calls to planning inventory shipments. Other theories of
job performance also seem to endorse this basic premise (Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). A
major focus on task measures as performance criteria makes intuitive sense — they

represent the “core functions.” For instance, National Research Council’s Committee on



the Performance of Military Personnel views work samples as the only true measure of
performance because they demonstrate actual behaviors required on the job (see
Campbell et al., 1996). However, the centrality of task performance in research becomes
questionable when considering the many complex processes that occur in actual job
settings.

Early researchers recognized the importance of “other” individual characteristics
that were important for accomplishing job tasks, including one’s effort level, sense of
loyalty, and willingness to be helpful and cooperate (Barnard, 1938; Katz, 1964). Jobs
today typically consist of a number of varied tasks that are strung together and performed
over time, often in different or changing environments (Cascio, 1995). Organizations are
also increasingly using team-based structures where interdependent goals can only be
achieved through multiple people working in concert with each other (Kozlowski, Gully,
Nason, & Smith, 1999; Lawler, Mohrman, & Ledford, 1995). To successfully adapt and
coordinate their tasks with others, workers may find it necessary to focus on non-task
related behaviors such as generally getting along with coworkers or deferring personal
responsibilities to backup or “cover for” someone who is unable to perform at a particular
time (Blickensderfer, Cannon-Bowers, & Salas, 1997; Dickinson & Mclntyre, 1997).

It is also likely that non-task behaviors become increasingly beneficial after one
becomes familiar with core tasks. As job tasks become easier and require less attention
through practice and/or automatization, workers can focus on other aspects of work such
as taking the initiative to perform additional work, finding ways to improve core
functions, or helping coworkers with issues unrelated to the job. These non-task

behaviors, in turn, may increase organizational effectiveness. Even the famed Hawthorne



project produced results that are in line with this notion. Worker productivity increased
not only because workers were given more attention but because they were able to create
a supportive social environment. Task performance may also play a smaller role in
upper-level jobs where managers are concerned with the general state of the organization
and production, organizational politics, managing others who perform core functions,
defending the organization, and more, rather than performing core tasks themselves.
Thus, task performance is very important but does not appear to capture the entire
domain of behaviors that lead to organizational effectiveness.

Citizenship / Contextual Performance

Organizational research has increasingly focused on behaviors that improve the
general social and psychological context in which job tasks are performed. These
contextual, or citizenship, behaviors are believed (e.g., Borman & Motowidlo, 1993;
Campbell et al. 1993) to be important dimensions of a worker’s overall contribution to an
organization and are believed to have a set of determinants that is unique from that for
task performance.

Unfortunately, there was very little consensus about what specific activities
comprise this alternative dimension of job performance initially, and many ambiguities
still remain. Nonetheless, people have suggested that behaviors generally supporting the
work environment, or context, are important and worth studying. Among the specific
behaviors investigated in recent years are following rules, volunteering to do extra or
unrelated work, showing extra effort and perseverance, or defending organizational
objectives from external criticism. Almost as many performance concepts as there are

behaviors have been offered by researchers to classify types of contextual activities,
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including but not limited to contextual performance, citizenship performance,
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), prosocial behavior, personal initiative,
loyalty, interpersonal facilitation, and whistle-blowing.

Some efforts to integrate concepts and theories have been made but the model of
task and contextual performance by Borman and Motowidlo (1993) is, perhaps, the
broadest and most flexible, enough so to serve as an overarching framework for the
various types of performance listed above (see Borman & Motowidlo, 1993, 1997 for
explanations of the various concepts; Coleman & Borman, 2000), subsuming or being
synonymous with many terms.

Contextual performance (later renamed citizenship) was originally defined as the
activities that support main task functions by shaping the organizational, social, and
psychological context in which they are carried out (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993).
Restated, contextual performance is the set of activities that are under the individual’s
discretion and contribute to organizational effectiveness but are not task performance.
These behaviors differ from task performance in four basic ways (Borman & Motowidlo,
1993). First, they do not support the technical core itself as much as its environment.
Consequently, being proficient is less important than demonstrating initiative beyond a
base level of requirements or expectations. Second, they are common to all jobs, unlike
core tasks that vary by job and organizational goal. Third, their variance is largely
determined by volition and predisposition rather than by knowledge, skills, and abilities
(KSA'’s) leading to proficiency. Fourth, they are “not likely” to be required or explicitly
rewarded by a role though sometimes formally recognized in certain jobs. In addition,

this facet of performance appears to be more affective (Hattrup, O’Connell, & Wingate,



1998; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; Penner, Midili, & Kegelmeyer, 1997) or
attitudinal in nature (Organ, 1997; Penner et al., 1997) than task performance.

Borman and Motowidlo (1997) revised their contextual performance conception
by tying it to existing frameworks of OCB, soldier effectiveness, sportsmanship, whistle-
blowing, courtesy, civic virtue, and employee reliability to develop a five-category
taxonomy of behaviors: persisting with effort and enthusiasm, volunteering beyond one’s
job tasks, helping and sportsmanship, following rules and civic virtue, and endorsing
organizational objectives. They admit that their distinction between contextual and task
performance remains blurred but held to the following three assertions: 1) important task
activities differ by job while important contextual behaviors generalize across jobs (e.g.,
being amicable is helpful for a salespeople and machinists), 2) tasks are “more likely” to
be role prescribed, and 3) individual differences in task performance are determined more
by cognitive ability while differences in contextual performance are determined more by
personality. Motowidlo and others (1997) later specified a more specific model where
the links between personality and cognitive ability with task and contextual performance
were mediated by relevant skills, habits, and knowledge, also reiterating their third
assertion.

While the use of the Borman and Motowidlo model as an overarching framework
seems plausible and useful, a number of conceptual debates over the nature of different
aspects of citizenship performance must be addressed before this middle range concept
can be applied to integrate theory and test expectations with real world phenomena. Four
debates of particular importance have generated much discussion among researchers and

are addressed here. First, the idea of extra-role behaviors is distinguished from
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citizenship performance. Second, the importance of citizenship in managerial jobs is
addressed. The third debate compares and contrasts helping behaviors with
“challenging” behaviors. The fourth separates interpersonal and task aspects of
citizenship. The section is concluded with a brief discussion about the interaction
between task and citizenship performance before an attempt is made to form a unified
concept of citizenship performance that is comparable to the meso-level variable of task
performance.

Going beyond formal job tasks. Overlapping with citizenship performance, OCBs
are defined as the behaviors across time and persons that jointly promote organizational
effectiveness but are not formally required or directly rewarded (Organ, 1988); they are
extra-role and discretionary (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997). Organ (1997) later
reexamined his definition and dropped the requirement that OCBs are extra-role,
realizing that classification schemes should not label a particular behavior differently
depending on the setting in which it is viewed. A salesperson may be required to smile
when a customer enters the building but is performing no differently than a custodian
who smiles, despite not being required to do so. This led Organ to conclude that OCB is
“synonymous” with contextual performance but to promote the continued use of his term,
OCB, because he “find[s] that both academic and practitioner types readily and
intuitively grasp what it is all about” (p. 91) and because the term contextual performance
“simply strikes [him] as cold, gray, and bloodless” (p. 91). Despite this rather blithe
justification for labeling, Borman and others (e.g., Borman, Penner, Allen & Motowidlo,
2001 and Coleman & Borman, 2000) appear to have converted, using the term

“citizenship performance.” However, it is duly noted that citizenship performance is not
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strictly equivalent with contextual performance because Borman and Motowidlo (1997)
include whistle blowing and similar behaviors as part of contextual performance while
Organ does not.

Similarly, Van Dyne and colleagues (1995) defined extra-role behaviors (ERBs)
as behaviors that are intended to or do benefit the organization, are discretionary, and go
beyond existing role expectations. This definition has obvious relevance to the extent
that it overlaps with contextual performance but is distinct in two ways. First, it relies on
subjective perceptions about what is “required” by a role, either explicitly or implicitly.
These perceptions can vary for superiors who rate performance and for workers who
decide whether or not to perform beyond their formal or perceived role. Second, the term
ERB includes behavioral intentions and implies the notion of altruism, requiring that a
person’s intention is to help the organization or another person and not merely oneself.
While the latter stipulation can be useful in understanding and predicting certain actions
(Hogan, Rybicki, Motowidlo, & Borman, 1998), it is irrelevant from the perspective of
actually measuring performance. People who act in a certain way are said to be
performing, regardless of their intentions. Conceptually, the inclusion of altruistic
behavioral intentions is thus incompatible with most accepted definitions of performance
that are defined in terms of behaviors (e.g., Campbell et al., 1993) — requiring them as the
base unit of analysis. Practically, a focus on ERBs will undoubtedly lead to frequent
measurement errors as the same behavior can be labeled differently depending on how
observers infer someone’s intentions and make causal attributions about actions
(Schnake, 1991). For example, the act of complimenting could be seen as supportive and

cooperative for one person and as ingratiating and sly for another. Therefore, this study
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will be limited to understanding explicit performance behaviors but does recognize that
the concept of intentions and perceiving responsibilities beyond formal, role requirements
may be important in other work.

Jobs confounding citizenship and task performance. Some believe that task
performance in managerial and service jobs is confounded with citizenship behaviors
because these workers spend a considerable portion of their time nurturing the social
environment of coworkers and less time dealing with core production (Borman &
Motowidlo, 1993) than other types of workers. The assumption is that the primary
function of managers is to provide social support and endorse/protect the organization,
and that corresponding acts comprise their main job tasks, many of which are likely to be
formally required. The theoretical implication is that managers’ “task” performance is
simultaneously citizenship performance. The practical implication is that organizational
attempts to increase or enhance managerial performance will have the same effect on
citizenship and on task performance (Conway, 1999).

Conway (1999) suggested that interpersonal activities related to guiding and
developing subordinates who perform tasks were, in essence, the managerial version of
task performance, in addition to technical-administrative duties that were more directly
related to core production. As when discussing the extra-role distinction, this type of
reasoning is questionable according to the behavioral definition of performance since the
same behavior should not be labeled differently just because it is performed by a manager
rather than by a lower-level worker (Organ, 1997; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). Instead,
activities tied closely to the administration of core production processes, direction about

how to plan and organize production, and backing up subordinates to enable production
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should be considered task performance. Activities that are further removed from core
functions, such as showing loyalty to a group, helping subordinates with personal issues,
defending the organization, and demonstrating loyalty, would fall in the domain of
citizenship performance. Admittedly, Conway (p. 5) does state that the key distinction
rests in whether or not managerial behaviors are “more explicitly oriented toward goal
achievement.” Although there may be some “gray area” in distinguishing such behaviors,
reframing the debate in this way allows us to ask more meaningful and testable questions.

Perhaps managerial jobs require more citizenship performance relative to task
performance (cf. ligen & Hollenbeck, 1991). Conway (1999) found support that both job
dedication and interpersonal dimensions of citizenship contributed uniquely to overall
managerial performance, beyond the contributions of task performance. The arguments
above could similarly be applied to sales employees who must maintain a supportive
environment to achieve sales (MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Fetter, 1991). Vinchur,
Schippman, Switzer, and Roth (1998) found that conscientiousness was a good predictor
of sales criteria while cognitive ability only predicted ratings criteria well. If, as many
hypothesize, conscientiousness enables workers to take initiative, put forth extra effort,
and be dedicated to their job, then it should be related to performance in sales jobs where
the usefulness of citizenship is more salient. Ultimately, the belief is that managers or
sales agents are expected, or required, and rewarded to perform citizenship behaviors
well, thereby increasing the correlation between citizenship predictors and job

performance criteria.
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Hypothesis 1 (H1): Citizenship performance will show higher positive

correlations with noncognitive predictors in managerial and sales jobs than other

Jjobs.
However, the effect predicted by Hypothesis 1 might not occur for two specific reasons.
First, there may be little observed variance in citizenship performance by managers if
they were selected on their aptitude or willingness to perform citizenship behaviors or if
citizenship behaviors are formally required. Second, studies with poorly defined criteria
that label citizenship behaviors as task performance will most likely attenuate any
correlations between citizenship performance and noncognitive predictors. The second
effect is controlled for in this study by using a set of rules for categorizing performance
criteria into task and citizenship dimensions based on definitions of performance derived
from the literature (described in the Methods section).

Challenging behaviors. This debate concerns the difference between behaviors
that promote an organization and behaviors that challenge it (Van Dyne et al., 1995,
Organ, 1997). Challenging refers to behaviors like whistle blowing, principled
organizational dissent, and general voice. While conflicting definitions have emerged in
the literature, whistle blowing generally refers to discretionary behaviors that disclose an
illegal, immoral, or illegitimate act with the intention of ultimately improving the
organization (Van Dyne et al., 1995). Persons can benefit personally, but only in addition
to their contribution to the organization, though they are often penalized for their acts.
For example, the whistleblowers in three recent scandals (i.e., Enron, WorldCom, and
FBI) initially attempted to rectify problems internally and privately (without public

recognition) before deciding that a more drastic measure was necessary to invoke
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changes (Lacayo & Ripley, 2002). Principled organizational dissent is opposition to
practices that are not illegal but are still objectionable on the basis of “conscientious
principles.” Voice behaviors promote change rather than prohibit current practices; they
may include persuading others, counteracting groupthink, or providing constructive
criticism. Challenging then refers to a broader group of behaviors “criticizing the
inefficiency of the status quo” for the benefit of the organization (Van Dyne et al., 1995,
p. 252).

Puffer (1987) stated, “noncompliant behaviors are distinct types of nontask
behavior that have a common achievement-motivation base but are influenced by
different perceived situational contingencies” (p. 619). Compared to citizenship,
challenging behaviors appear to have a “different character altogether,” sometimes
incurring immediate costs before eventually benefiting the organization (Organ, 1997).
At the same time, challenging appears to affect organizations through the psychological
environment more than through job tasks (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997), and appears to
be determined by personality and motivation more so than by cognitive ability (LePine &
Van Dyne, 2001). For these reasons, it is included here under the broad category of
citizenship, though future investigations can and should assess the extent to which
challenging is different from other dimensions of citizenship. Finally, it is noted that
challenging behaviors are arguably distinct from sheer negative or retaliatory acts such as
sabotage or counterproductive behaviors that are not related to achieving organizational
goals (Kelloway, Loughlin, Barling, & Nault, 2002; Miles, Borman, Spector, & Fox,

2002; Puffer, 1987; Rotundo & Sackett, 2002).
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Recipients of citizenship: people, tasks, or organizations. Citizenship behaviors
are typically performed for certain targets or recipients. The recipient may be the
organization or an individual coworker. Some argue for separating OCB-I (behaviors
directed at other individuals) and OCB-O (behaviors directed at the organization). OCB-
Is may be determined more by personality, trust, and emotional expression whereas
OCB-Os may be determined by conscious, cognitive decisions to reciprocate in a social
exchange (Lee & Allen, 2002; Settoon & Mossholder, 2002). LePine, Erez and Johnson
(2002) found little support for this distinction. Due to a dearth of empirical support for
this distinction in the current literature, these behaviors will be treated similarly in this
paper.

Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996) split the concept of citizenship in a similar
fashion into two dimensions: interpersonal facilitation and job dedication. Interpersonal
facilitation refers to social acts of helping and cooperating with others while job
dedication refers to self-disciplined motivated acts like working hard, taking initiative,
and following rules. In their study, results suggested that job dedication is not clearly
distinct from task performance. The constructs were moderately correlated (r = .48) and
had similar patterns of relationships with experience, ability, job knowledge, and
personality (average r = .15 with conscientiousness). This led those authors to believe
that motivational elements related to task performance account for part of the citizenship
domain. In contrast, results supported interpersonal facilitation as being unique from
both job dedication and task performance (r = .36 and .35, respectively). Johnson (2001)
similarly concluded that a (motivational) measure of job-task conscientiousness was

related to aspects of both task and contextual performance.
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Organ and Ryan (1995) conducted separate meta-analyses for altruism and
generalized compliance when estimating the correlations between predictors and OCBs
based on theoretical grounds. As the patterns of relationships were similar across the two
analyses and no estimate of the correlation between the two dimensions of citizenship
was provided, the usefulness of this distinction still needs to be investigated. Hurtz and
Donovan (2000) found similar patterns of relationships when the Big Five personality
dimensions were correlated with job dedication and with interpersonal facilitation. The
only exception was for agreeableness, which was slightly more related to interpersonal
facilitation (r. = .20) than job dedication (r.= .10).

Though this partitioning of citizenship is tentative based on the existing empirical
evidence, there is enough speculation that interpersonal behaviors directed at other people
may be different from behaviors directed at the organization or work to warrant further
investigation. The primary analyses of this study are concerned with the difference
between task and citizenship but a secondary hypothesis concerning this moderator of
correlations involving citizenship is that:

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Effect sizes for measures related to citizenship performance

will be moderated by the degree to which interpersonal facilitation and job

dedication aspects are measured.

Relative importance of task and citizenship. A corollary to the task-citizenship
distinction is that all organizations require task performance by definition, or else there is
no “work” to be done. Some minimum level of task output (basic competency or
“satisficing”) is inevitably required for an organization to exist. Conversely,

organizations do not necessarily require individuals to exhibit citizenship behaviors (e.g.,
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fully automated systems or small organizations with little interaction between
individuals). This reasoning might explain the finding by Rotundo and Sackett (2002)
that citizenship is weighted more for effective task performers. So it may be the case that
a minimum level of task performance must be demonstrated before any worth is
attributed to a worker.

However, citizenship behaviors may allow organizations to reach maximal levels
of effectiveness or to ensure continuous development or survival. The clearest examples
of citizenship that are likely to help individuals function together above typical levels of
task performance are conscientious behaviors and following rules. By using the social
and psychological environment to support core functions in this way, workers
(particularly managers) presumably enable the organization as a whole to function in an
integrated fashion that is better than the sum of individual performances.

Citizenship concerns may also take precedence over core functioning for
pragmatic reasons, becoming the source of individual differences when job applicants all
perform at similar levels of task performance (e.g., simple jobs that anyone can do well).
Alternatively, organizations requiring strictly routinized task performance with little
room for discretion may find that certain aspects of citizenship contribute little to overall
effectiveness or are detrimental because they distract workers from their task
performance (Hunt, 2002). Similarly, task performance may also have greater practical
utility in extremely complex jobs with varying assignments where the majority of an
individual’s attention and effort must be devoted to perform a particular task well (e.g.,

aeronautical engineers and physics professors). In conclusion, both concepts may have
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great practical and theoretical importance but an absence of task performance logically
precludes the need for citizenship performance.

Integrated frameworks of citizenship performance. There have been a few
attempts at integrating different models of performance to form a unified theory of
citizenship. Van Dyne and colleagues (1995) proposed a complex nomological network
for classifying four extra-role constructs: OCB, prosocial behaviors, whistle blowing, and
organizational dissent. They were able to substantively clarify constructs by reducing
conceptual overlap in previous definitions. Among their recommendations, they suggest
concentrating on citizenship behaviors as a broader and more consistent term. (The
reader is referred to the original article for specific conclusions — many of which are
regarded as irrelevant here due to their focus on ERBs rather than citizenship/contextual
aspects.)

Coleman and Borman (2000) derived an overall model of citizenship performance
by using factor analysis, multidimensional scaling (MDS), and cluster analysis on a
similarity correlation matrix composed of citizenship dimensions that were sorted by /O
psychologists. The factor analysis produced four factors that accounted for fifty-nine
percent of the variance and were interpreted as: 1) helping and cooperating with others,
2) endorsing, supporting, and defending the organization, 3) following organizational
rules, and 4) persisting with enthusiasm and extra effort to complete own task. The MDS
analysis resulted in five groups of behaviors: 1) interpersonal altruism, 2) interpersonal
conscientiousness, 3) organization allegiance/loyalty, 4) organizational compliance, and
5) job/task conscientiousness. Complementing this, the cluster analysis supported three

groups of behaviors: 1) interpersonal citizenship performance, 2) organizational

20



citizenship performance, and 3) job/task conscientiousness. The authors concluded that
the analyses together support three broad categories of citizenship performance
depending on who or what benefits from a behavior: the whole organization directly (e.g.,
endorsing, supporting, following rules), other workers (e.g., helping, cooperating), or the
job/task (e.g., conscientiousness, extra effort). As addressed earlier in the section about
recipients of citizenship actions, there is a lack of support for categorizing behaviors
explicitly directed at the organization, precluding a meta-analysis. So, this study only
tests the distinction between interpersonal behaviors and other (job dedication and task-
directed) behaviors in H2, per the recommendations of Coleman and Borman (2000) and
Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996).

Rotundo and Sackett (2002) reviewed the array of related concepts in the
literature and concluded that definitions of citizenship performance continue to overlap
and rely on “muddied” features of behavior (e.g., extra role, not explicitly rewarded, or
formal part of the job). They recommended defining performance behaviors independent
from the context in which they are performed or from their consequences. They then
treated citizenship performance as a single, broad concept.

LePine and others (2002) similarly supported a broader level of analysis, stating
that specific dimensions of citizenship can be treated as equivalent indicators of a
common latent construct, “a general tendency to be cooperative and helpful in
organizational settings” (p. 61). In their study, potential sub-dimensions of citizenship
showed high intercorrelations, similar relationships with predictors, and little incremental
variance when compared to a measure of general citizenship, and nonsignificant

moderators.

21



Based on these qualitative and quantitative reviews, this study relies on a general
theory of citizenship performance that reverts to Borman and Motowidlo’s original
definition of a general class of behaviors that support the social and psychological
environment. Overall job performance then appears to consist mostly of task and
citizenship dimensions. Facets of citizenship behaviors may be conceptually distinct but
can be treated similarly because they are likely to be determined by the same constructs
and contribute to organizational effectiveness in a similar manner. However, the past
literature does suggest that citizenship behaviors might be composed of two
distinguishable facets at an intermediate level of detail: interpersonal facilitation and self-
disciplinary acts.

The theory also implies that citizenship and task performance will be determined
primarily by different individual characteristics. Task performance should be more
strongly related to cognitive ability while citizenship performance should be more
strongly related to personality and motivation. Also, though the two dimensions of job
performance are distinct and probably weakly related, task performance may be viewed
as having more weight for the survival of an organization. Finally, citizenship
performance is separated from extra-role behaviors that may or may not be characterized
as aspects of the work environment rather than of behaviors that are tied to core
functions.

Empirical Evidence for the Task-Citizenship Distinction

Since the early 1990s, empirical support for the distinction between task and

citizenship behaviors has accumulated. If these concepts are to be useful in theory, they

must show distinct patterns of relationships with other variables in a nomological
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network (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). If they are to be useful in practice, they must also be
related weakly to each other or else they will be functionally redundant. Overall, the
literature seems to support the task-citizenship distinction using both of these standards.

Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994) examined supervisor ratings of task,
contextual, and overall performance in relation to experience ability, training, and
personality in a sample of Air Force mechanics. Both task and contextual performance
predicted incremental variance in overall performance over each other (within an
estimated range of reliabilities, .4 to .8). Task ratings explained between 17% and 44%
of the variance in overall performance above contextual ratings; contextual ratings,
between 12% and 34% above task ratings. Each criterion also produced a different
pattern of correlations with individual characteristics, where personality correlated more
strongly with contextual ratings than task ratings. Unfortunately, conclusions in this
study were questionable because the data failed to show an expected large correlation
between task performance and cognitive ability. The authors also limited the
generalizability of their conclusions based on the idea that military jobs might involve
discretionary behavior infrequently as compared with civilian jobs.

With confirmatory factor analyses of fifteen multitrait-multirater matrices,
Conway (1996) showed that a task/contextual model of performance fit better than a
unidimensional one, particularly for nonmanagerial performance ratings. Correlations
within a domain tended to be higher than between domains; mean correlations were .70
(SD = .11) for task-task, .70 (SD = .13) for contextual-contextual, and .55 (SD = .15) for
task-contextual ratings across raters. Conway also examined whether contextual

performance subdimensions were differentially related to task performance. He
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concluded that three subdimensions were distinct, finding that cooperating had a lower
correlation with task performance (.51) than did following rules (.72) or persisting with
extra effort (.59). Finally, there appeared to be no differences in reliability between task
and contextual measures. Together, the findings based on these ratings supported a
distinction between the two performance dimensions (Borman et al., 2001).

Hattrup and colleagues (1998) studied the relationships of cognitive ability and
conscientiousness with sales performance, absenteeism, tardiness, and OCBs in a sample
of sales representatives over a 6 month period. Cognitive ability was significantly
correlated only with sales performance (.31) while conscientiousness was related to
absenteeism (-.24) and OCBs (.23) but not tardiness. The same pattern was found when
examining the incremental validity of either predictor. Their results supported the
general notion that task and contextual performance are different aspects of overall job
performance.

For eight job families in a telecommunications firm, Johnson (2001) showed that
interpersonal citizenship, organizational citizenship, job-task conscientiousness, and
handling work stress all explained incremental variance in overall performance above
dimensions of task performance. Other research has produced similar results when
predicting other broad outcomes like systemic rewards and promotability (Allen & Rush,
1998; Van Scotter, Motowidlo, & Cross, 2000). Johnson also found that task criteria
exhibited a pattern of relationships with cognitive ability and personality that was
different from citizenship criteria, except for job-task conscientiousness which appeared

relevant to both performance dimensions.
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There is also some evidence showing that ratings of overall performance in the
literature have included aspects of citizenship performance. Lance and Bennett (2000)
evaluated a structural equation model of supervisory performance ratings made by Air
Force personnel. Their model fit the data, where performance ratings were mediated by
aspects of task and contextual performance. Rotundo and Sackett (2002) used a policy-
capturing approach to assess the weights given to task, citizenship, and counterproductive
behaviors in managerial ratings of overall performance. Raters sorted descriptions of
hypothetical workers in five job types with respect to the three performance
subdimensions. Managers appeared to rely primarily on three weighting strategies that
varied across job types. One group of managers weighted task performance most highly.
Another group weighted task and citizenship nearly equally. The third group gave
counterproductive ratings the most weight, followed by task and then citizenship
behaviors. There was also a significant interaction between task and citizenship ratings
in predicting overall performance, suggesting that managers value citizenship more in
workers who accomplish their job tasks.

Conclusions about counterproductive behaviors in this study are problematic for
two reasons. First, the authors scaled the worker profiles to reflect each type of
performance equally, creating a nonrealistic worker in light of the low base rate of
counterproductive behaviors that occur in real work environments. Second, the
operational definition of counterproductive behavior was not necessarily distinguishable
from poor citizenship performance (e.g., low levels of compliance, a facet of contextual
performance, were defined as counterproductive). Because such behaviors fall on a

continuum of levels, extremely poor compliance is likely to hurt the organization whereas
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much compliance can help it. Thus, they defined the same type of behayior differently
depending on its level.

In conclusion, past research supports the task-citizenship distinction. Despite this,
we still lack a consistent estimate of the magnitude of the relationship between task and
citizenship/contextual performance which determines the usefulness of the distinction in
many applications like the measurement of individuals in selection or training. Estimates
that exist in the literature cover a wide range. Hattrup and collaborators (1997) estimated
the correlation between task and contextual performance at .18, using figures from Day
and Silverman (1989), Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994), and McHenry, Hough,
Toquam, Hanson, and Ashworth (1990). In contrast, Murphy and Shiarella (1997) set the
correlation between task performance and OCBs at .00 based on a brief summary of
conflicting estimates. Hattrup and other colleagues (1998) found task (sales)
performance to be nonsignificantly correlated with absenteeism, tardiness, and OCB (-
.18, -.16, .19, respectively). Higher estimates include those by Allen and Rush (1998) at
.66, Johnson (2001) at .54, and Beaty, Cleveland, and Murphy (2001) at .75. As a result,
one primary goal of this study is to estimate the relationship between task and citizenship
performance with quantitative summary methods.

Job Performance Antecedents

Regardless of whether one is referring to overall job performance or specific
dimensions, complex phenomena such as performance are likely to be multiply
determined. Campbell and colleagues (1993, 1996) proposed that individual differences
on job performance components are completely determined by declarative knowledge,

procedural knowledge and skill, and motivation. That is, specific job performance
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behaviors may be caused by various influences including factors intrinsic to a person or
to environmental factors, but variance between individuals who perform the same task
will be determined by the three components.

Motowidlo and others (1997) applied this general theory to a more detailed model
in which “habits, skill, and knowledge” mediate the influence of cognitive ability and
personality on task and contextual performance dimensions, with personality being more
strongly related to contextual performance and cognitive ability being more related to
task performance. These conclusions were based on a brief qualitative review of
empirical findings related to the prediction of task and contextual performance with
personality and general cognitive ability.

Yet, many different explanations of this hypothesized pattern can be found in
various works, most of which seem to be based on intuition. People who are motivated to
contribute to organizational effectiveness can do so through either task or contextual
means, or through both. Because task performance can be complex, cognitive ability
explains many differences between individual performances. Motivational and
dispositional factors related to being conscientious are also believed to affect task
performance to some degree, particularly when extra effort or care is needed to ensure
successful production. In contrast, theories of citizenship have implied that social skills,
personality, and motivation are strong determinants of differences between workers.
These antecedents enable or motivate certain people to be of greater assistance or to make
extra effort in all aspects of their work, under the assumption that citizenship behaviors
are common across jobs and are not necessarily easier to perform for people of higher

cognitive ability.
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In addition, some have proposed the idea that individuals (Hogan et al., 1998;
Penner et al., 1997) choose to increase citizenship behaviors when task productivity
cannot be increased; there is more discretion for performing citizenship behaviors than
for task behaviors, discretion that is determined by personality. This may occur either
when a worker lacks the ability to improve task performance or when work processes are
very structured and not amenable to improvements.

It is also likely that the motivation to be generally helpful and cooperative is
rooted in one’s personality, affective disposition, or current mood state (Beaty et al.,
2001; Day & Silverman, 1989; Gellatly & Irving, 2001; McHenry et al., 1990;
Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; Murphy & Shiarella, 1997; Organ & Ryan, 1995).
George and Brief (1992) theorized about the importance of having a positive mood at
work as the direct precursor to acts of organizational spontaneity like helping coworkers,
defending the organization, making constructive suggestions, developing oneself, and
“spreading goodwill.” Citizenship could also result from cognitive processes regarding
the norm of reciprocity and social exchange theory, (e.g., due to being satisfied with the
job or expecting future rewards). Puffer (1987) found that a high need for achievement,
high satisfaction with material rewards, and low perceived peer competition were related
to more prosocial behaviors.

Organ and Ryan (1995) conducted the earliest, comprehensive review of
dispositional and attitudinal predictors of OCBs. Conscientiousness produced small
moderate validities with the altruism and generalized compliance dimensions of OCB (p
= .22 and .30, respectively) after corrections for measurement unreliability.

Agreeableness produced smaller validities with the same criteria (p =.13 and .11).
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While citizenship performance has been linked to personality dimensions, and
task performance has been linked to cognitive ability in research, I am not aware of any
study that has examined the differential validity for personality and cognitive ability in
predicting task and citizenship performance in a comprehensive review. Primary studies
and meta-analyses of predictor relationships with one criterion or the other, however,
suggest that the following predictions would be supported (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997;
Motowidlo et al., 1997; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; Organ & Ryan, 1995):

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Task performance will show a higher positive correlation

with cognitive ability than with personality.

Hypothesis 4 (H4): Citizenship performance will show a higher positive

correlation with personality than with cognitive ability.

In addition to the hypothesized predictors of cognitive ability and personality,
there could be an enormous number of specific performance determinants that have
unique relationships between task and citizenship performance. Thus, I/O psychologists
have sought a subset of predictors that are manageable and carry utility, giving the “most
bang for the buck” in understanding work processes. As a result, two sets of predictors
are analyzed here. The first set consists of construct level measures, cognitive ability and
personality. The second consists of two general methods commonly used in personnel
selection (Muchinsky, 1997): structured interviews and biodata. Though it may seem odd
to compare construct level measures with amalgamated measures, these comparisons are
meaningful in light of the way that selection tools are administered; they are often mixed
together. It is also acknowledged that some potentially powerful determinants of

performance are excluded because meta-analysis requires that a sufficiently large body of
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literature exists before it can provide accurate estimates. The next sections describe the
predictor-performance relationships in more detail than Hypotheses 3 and 4 indicate.
Cognitive ability

For decades, empirical evidence has accumulated to uphold cognitive ability as
the single most consistent and strongest predictor of overall job performance, across a
wide range of job types and situations (Gottfredson, 1997; Hough & Oswald, 2000;
Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Jensen, 1998; Lubinski, 2000; Neisser et al., 1996; Schmidt,
2002; Schmidt et al., 1985). For many jobs cognitive ability appears to have a mean
validity somewhere between .4 to .5 with overall job performance, after correcting for
range restriction and criterion unreliability (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Mayberry & Carey,
1997; Outtz, 2002; Ree & Carretta, 2002). This evidence is so strong, in fact, that
general cognitive ability (GCA) is said to have validity generalization (Murphy, 2002;
Ree & Carretta, 2002; Schmidt, Hunter, Pearlman, & Shane, 1979; Schmidt et al., 1985;
Viswesvaran & Ones, 2002), meaning that a large percentage “of all values in the
distribution [across jobs on which generalization evidence is based] lie above the
minimum useful level of validity” (Schmidt, Hunter, McKenzie, & Muldrow, 1979, p.
618).

Some have even concluded that task dimensions within the same job are unlikely
to moderate GCA test validities after correcting for artifactual variance in the distribution
of validity coefficients observed in research (Schmidt & Hunter, 1977; Schmidt, Hunter,
McKenzie et al., 1979; Schmidt, Hunter, Pearlman et al., 1979; Schmidt, Law, Hunter,
Rothstein, Pearlman, & McDaniel, 1993), where artifacts account for up to 87% of the

variance on average (Schmidt et al., 1993). “Only a measure of overall job performance
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is needed in validity studies” when the corrected criterion reliability is high (Schmidt,
Hunter, & Pearlman, 1981, p. 175). While statements like this imply that there is no need
to differentiate between performance criteria for making practical selection decisions
(Schmidt et al., 1981; Schmidt et al., 1985, Viswesvaran & Ones, 2002), there exist other
reasons for examining performance relationships at a finer level of detail, some of which
have been mentioned above in a more general context.

First, the use of global performance ratings obscures the meaning of one-to-one
causal relationships between cognitive ability and different performance behaviors.
Though it may be the case that some general ability, such as ‘g,” allows some individuals
to excel at virtually everything and others to be generally limited, furthering the
theoretical understanding of job performance and its nomological network depends on
examinations of why performance behaviors are linked to each other and caused by the
same or different antecedents.

Second, the homogeneity of effect sizes may be just the result of various biases
that are known to affect overall performance ratings including halo and leniency (e.g.,
Murphy & DeShon, 2000; Solomonson & Lance, 1997), personal attraction and racial
bias (e.g., Ford et al., 1986; Pulakos, White, Oppler, & Borman, 1989), assimilation and
contrast effects (e.g., Kravitz & Balzer, 1992), and the setting in which performers are
observed by others (Rothstein, 1990). The reliability estimate for an overall rating might
then be artificially high even though the measure fails to capture “true scores.”

Third, the estimates of reliability (e.g., .60 in Schmidt & Hunter, 1977) that have
been used to correct the validities of cognitive predictors (Schmidt et al., 1993; Schmidt

et al., 1985) could be underestimates of true reliability if the observed variance in
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performance scores is actually due to its dimensional nature rather than to error.
Reliability estimates that are too small will result in overcorrections and will eliminate
true variance (Algera, Jansen, Roe, & Vijn, 1984; Guion, 1998; Murphy, 1997), leading
to the dubious conclusion that relationships are not moderated. Interestingly, Hunter and
others (Schmidt, Hunter, McKenzie et al., 1979; Schmidt, Hunter, Pearlman et al., 1979)
listed criterion contamination and deficiency as one of the seven likely sources of
artifactual variance but have always considered it statistically uncorrectable. This study
addresses this notion, in some sense, by manually separating different types of criteria
based on their overlap with parts of the job performance construct domain.

Fourth, cognitive predictors almost always leave additional variance in overall
performance unexplained (Schmidt, 2002; Schmidt et al., 1985; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998;
Viswesvaran & Ones, 2002). If this unexplained part of performance consists of the
same stuff, then it might be considered a separate dimension of performance that is not
predictable by cognitive ability.

It is important to recognize that none of the above reasons have been thoroughly
tested and that none disproves the claim of situational specificity for validity
generalization (i.e., cognitive ability has a single true validity that does not vary across
situations). The four reasons presented merely provide some compelling justifications for
further investigating the relationship between cognitive ability and dimensions of
performance. Any evidence found to support the distinction between task and citizenship
performance would have meaningful implications. Cognitive test validities would be
expected to show less variance and may be higher than previously expected if cognitive

ability has a stronger link specifically with task performance, as theorized. Also, the
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adverse impact on racial minority groups in selection that tends to result from using
cognitive tests can be reduced by focusing on a dimension of performance that is less
related to cognitive ability, assuming that dimension is predicted well by other variables
(e.g., Hattrup, Rock, & Scalia, 1997).

Some prior research distinguishing dimensions of performance in validation
research provides expectations for this study. In a small-scale “meta-analysis” of three
studies (including Project A, an army selection study) with widely discrepant findings,
Hattrup and others (1997) estimated cognitive ability to be correlated .41 with task
performance and .16 with contextual performance when corrected for unreliability and
range restriction. Murphy and Shiarella (1997), however, used another set of studies
(also including Project A) to estimate the same relationships as .50 and .30, respectively.

The wealth of validation research on cognitive ability has also provided
convincing evidence that job complexity moderates relationships between cognitive
ability and overall performance (Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Murphy, 2002; Ree & Carretta,
2002). Validities with overall job performance have been estimated to be .58 for
professional-managerial jobs, .56 for high-level, complex technical jobs, .51 for medium
complexity jobs, .40 for semi-skilled jobs, and .23 for completely unskilled jobs (Hunter
& Hunter, 1984; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). This may occur because cognition is partly
defined as the ability to deal with complex situations (Gottfredson, 1997). Therefore, it is
believed that:

Hypothesis 5 (H5): Job complexity will moderate the relationship between

cognitive ability and task performance.
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This hypothesis is essentially a replication of past meta-analyses, although this
moderating effect is not of focal interest.

Job complexity may also be confounded with a greater need for interpersonal
interactions and citizenship-like behaviors in higher level jobs, as discussed earlier and
stated in H1 (Latham & Skarlicki, 1995; Gottfredson, 1997; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995).
Thus, job complexity may moderate validities for at least two reasons: 1) high cognition
allows workers to deal with complexity in tasks or the job or 2) citizenship performance
is weighted more in complex jobs due to the social nature of the work. If H1 is supported
(i.e., citizenship perfoﬁnance is more strongly related to noncognitive constructs in
managerial and sales jobs) and HS is not su<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>