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Abstract

Purpose – Previous studies conducted in Western context show weak relationship between
openness to experience and performance. More empirical evidence is needed to understand the nature
of the relationship between openness and performance in a non-Western context in general and in the
Middle East in particular. The purpose of this paper is first, to examine the impact of openness to
experience on organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) dimensions in the United Arab Emirates
(UAE); and second, to test the mediating impact of work locus of control (WLOC) and interactional
justice on the openness-OCB dimensions relationship.
Design/methodology/approach – Data were collected from 164 employees working in a variety of
service organizations in Dubai. The proposed linear relationships were tested using a series of
separate hierarchical regression analyses. Proposed mediation hypotheses were tested using Baron
and Kenny’s recommendations.
Findings – Contrary to Western studies, openness to experience was found to be strongly related to
the four OCB dimensions. Also, WLOC and interactional justice were found to play a role in
mediating the influence of openness to experience on OCB dimensions.
Research limitations/implications – The limitations of common method bias and cross sectional
data are discussed in light of implications for future research. Nevertheless, the results provide new
insights on the influence of openness to experience on OCB in a non-Western context of the UAE by
testing the role of WLOC and interactional justice in influencing the relationship between openness
and OCB.
Practical implications – The study has implications for enhancing OCB. In general, selecting
employees high in openness to experience and internal WLOC can result in higher level of these
employees’ OCB performance. In addition, UAE managers should provide sufficient interactional
justice in order to improve the impact of openness to experience on the OCB dimensions.
Originality/value – This paper describes what is considered to be the first study to examine the
relationship between openness to experience and OCB dimensions in the Middle East, and the first
study to test the role of WLOC and interactional justice as mediators for the openness-OCB
relationship in a non-Western context.
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Introduction
There is a general trend in the research that the utility of personality tests in personnel
selection will help in enhancing job performance (e.g., Behling, 1998; Hogan et al., 1996;
Hurtz and Donovan, 2000; Mount and Barrick, 1995; Westerman and Simmons, 2007).
Research has provided evidence that personality is a valid predictor of job performance

The current issue and full text archive of this journal is available at
www.emeraldinsight.com/1352-7606.htm



WLOC and
interactional

justice

171

(e.g. Barrick and Mount, 1991; Tett et al., 1991). Studies on contextual performance
have suggested that personality traits are likely to be particularly good predictors of
contextual performance (e.g. Borman and Motowidlo, 1993; Morgeson et al., 2005;
Motowidlo and Van Scotter, 1994; Van Scotter and Motowidlo, 1996). A variety of meta-
analytic research studies have found that conscientiousness, extraversion,
agreeableness, and emotional stability are positively related to different aspects of
contextual performance (e.g. Hogan and Holland, 2003; Hough, 1992; Hurtz and
Donovan, 2000; Organ and Ryan, 1995).

Organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB), which are different job behaviors that
exist outside of the job description, have emerged as a popular area of study during the
past 20 years (Blakely et al., 2005; Podsakoff et al., 2000). OCBs were defined as
discretionary job behaviors which contribute to organizational effectiveness (Organ,
1988). Examples of OCB may include helping co-workers, volunteering for extra duty
when needed, representing the company enthusiastically at public functions, and
resolving unconstructive interpersonal conflict (Blakely et al., 2005; Organ, 1990).

Most of the work has only focused on the direct effects between personality traits
and performance. Previous studies have shown that there is a substantial variance in
personality-performance relationship that remains unexplained (e.g. Barrick et al.,
2001, 2005; Hogan and Holland, 2003; Hough, 1992; Hurtz and Donovan, 2000; Nikolaou
and Robertson, 2001; Organ and Ryan, 1995). Barrick et al. (2005) argued that there are
other individual variables and situational conditions that would mediate the influence
of personality traits on performance. Similarly, Organ (1990) has suggested that
personality may affect OCB performance indirectly through other individual and work
context variables. Thus, research has begun to move from merely examining
personality as a main effect on performance, to focusing on studying the conditions
that facilitate or constrain the influence of personality traits on performance (e.g.
Barrick et al., 2001, 2005; Hogan and Holland, 2003; Hough, 1992; Hurtz and Donovan,
2000; Nikolaou and Robertson, 2001; Organ and Ryan, 1995).

The current study attempts to narrow a significant gap in the non-western literature
by empirically testing the direct relationship between openness to experience and the
four OCB dimensions after controlling the effect of the other four five factor model (FFM)
dimensions of extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability.
In addition, work locus of control (WLOC) and interactional justice have been
conceptualized as potential mediators of the relationship between openness to experience
and OCB. Accordingly, the study examines whether WLOC and interactional justice
mediate the relationship between openness to experience and OCB dimensions.

The present study extends earlier research in several ways. First, the study
examined the role of openness to experience in predicting OCB dimensions for the first
time in a non-Western context. Second, the study attempts to further understand the
nature of the relationship between openness and OCB by examining the role of WLOC
and interactional justice as mediators for the openness-OCB relationship. The
mediating role of individual and situational variables for personality-performance
relationship has been largely neglected in previous studies.

Organizational citizenship behavior
OCB can be defined as individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or
explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that in the aggregate promotes
the effective functioning of the organization (Organ, 1988). OCB can be a vital factor for
an organization or a group to be successful, because all business activities required for
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an organization to be successful cannot be anticipated and stated in job descriptions
(George and Brief, 1992).

Most of the studies examining the structure of OCB have agreed that it is a
multidimensional concept (e.g. Graham, 1989; Moorman and Blakely, 1995; Organ,
1988; Podsakoff et al., 1990). Graham (1989), for example, proposed a four-dimension
model of OCB consisting of: interpersonal helping, individual initiative, personal
industry, and loyal boosterism. Interpersonal helping involves helping co-workers in
their jobs when such help is needed. Individual initiative is communicating to others in
the work place to improve individual and group performance. Personal industry
includes the performance of specific tasks above and beyond the call of duty. Finally,
loyal boosterism involves the promotion of the organizational image to outsiders
(Moorman and Blakely, 1995).

OCB researchers have conducted several studies in order to identify the causes of
OCB performance. Many of the first studies focused on attitudes as predictors of OCB
(Blakely et al., 2005). Among the attitudinal variables found to be related to OCB are job
satisfaction (e.g. Bateman and Organ, 1983; Blakely et al., 2005; Organ and Ryan, 1995;
Smith et al., 1983; Williams and Anderson, 1991), perceptions of fairness (e.g. Aquino,
1995; Blakely et al., 2005; Konovsky and Folger, 1991; Konovsky and Organ, 1996;
Moorman, 1991; Organ and Moorman, 1993), and perceived organizational support
(Moorman et al., 1998). These studies have typically taken a social exchange approach
in which employees will be committed to the organization when they believe that the
organization is committed to them (Blakely et al., 2005; Eisenberger et al., 1986). Both
the organization and the staff fulfill their exchange obligations and act in a manner that
maximizes reciprocity on the part of the other (Blakely et al., 2005).

After examining the relationship between workplace attitudes and OCBs,
researchers turned their attention to dispositional variables to explain their impact on
OCBs (Blakely et al., 2005; Konovsky and Organ, 1996; Moorman and Blakely, 1995;
Neuman and Kickul, 1998). Examples of these variables include FFM dimensions
(Neuman and Kickul, 1998), positive affectivity (PA), negative affectivity, (Blakely et al.,
2005; Konovsky and Organ, 1996; Organ and Ryan, 1995), and individualism/
collectivism (Moorman and Blakely, 1995). However, Organ and Ryan’s (1995) study
revealed that of several individual variables, only conscientiousness was a significant
predictor of OCB. Also, they argued that only a limited set of individual variables have
been examined, and the extent of research on personality and OCB has not been
extensively studied.

Personality in organizational settings
Personality traits refer to enduring patterns of thought, emotion, and behavior that are
not likely to change over time and explain people’s behavior across different situations
(Costa and McCrae, 1989; Funder, 2001). In recent years, emphasis on the FFM of
personality as the basic structure of personality has created increased interest in
personality in organizations ( Ang et al., 2006; Barrick and Mount, 1991; Carver and
Scheier, 2000). Generally, researchers agree that FFM taxonomy is stable taxonomy in
classifying personality traits (Ang et al., 2006). For example, the taxonomy consistently
emerges in different age, sex, cultural, and language groups as well as in longitudinal
studies and across different sources such as self and observer ratings (Ang et al., 2006;
Costa and McCrae, 1992a; Digman, 1990). Also, research argued that FFM strongly
predicts work behavior across time, contexts, and cultures (Ang et al., 2006; Boudreau
et al., 2001; Burke and Witt, 2002; Goldberg, 1992; McCrae and Costa, 1999). The FFM
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of personality posits that variation in personalities can largely be explained by five
personality dimensions; extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional
stability, and openness to experience.

Extraversion
People who are high in extraversion are generally sociable, assertive, active, energetic,
expressive, talkative, self-confident, and gregarious (Ang et al., 2006; Barrick et al.,
2002a; Costa and McCrae, 1992b; Goldberg, 1992). In contrast, those who are low in
extraversion are shy, submissive, silent, and inhibited (Ang et al., 2006). The levels of
assertiveness, positive emotionality, activity, and sociability among employees who are
high in extraversion can be beneficial in terms of performance outcomes (Westerman
and Simmons, 2007). Further, people who are high in extraversion are often motivated
by external rewards and recognition that can lead to improved performance outcomes
(Barrick et al., 2002b; Westerman and Simmons, 2007). Extraversion was found to be
the most important correlate of predicted job performance of all the big five personality
dimensions in a study of managers from both the USA and Japan ( Robie et al., 2005).

Agreeableness
People who are high in agreeableness are warm, likable, generally friendly, good-
natured, cooperative, helpful, courteous, and flexible (Ang et al., 2006; Barrick and
Mount, 1991; Goldberg, 1981; Hogan, 1986; McCrae and Costa, 1985; Witt et al., 2002). In
contrast, those who are low in agreeableness are generally cold, oppositional, hostile,
and antagonistic in their behaviors toward others (Carver and Scheier, 2000; Digman,
1990). In work context, agreeable employees show higher levels of interpersonal skills
(Witt et al., 2002) and collaborate effectively when joint action is needed (Ang et al.,
2006; Mount et al., 1998). Nikolaou’s (2003) study revealed that agreeableness was
related to performance in occupations that had high levels of interpersonal interaction
in the work environment. Also, Stevens and Ash (2001) found that agreeableness was
related to an employee’s preference for participative styles of management.

Conscientiousness
Conscientious individuals are dependable, planful, orderly, punctual, disciplined,
hardworking, persistent, energetic, and achievement striving. Conscientious
individuals show higher levels of time and stress management skills, and generally
strive for continuous performance improvement (Judge and Ilies, 2002; Thoreson et al.,
2004; Westerman and Simmons, 2007). Additionally, people who are high in
conscientiousness generally perform better at work than those who are low in
conscientiousness (Barrick and Mount, 1991). Conscientiousness is the personality trait
most strongly linked to performance outcomes. Salgado (2003) found that, of the big
five dimensions, conscientiousness was the strongest predictor of job performance.
Similarly, Judge and Ilies (2002) found that conscientiousness was a strong and
consistent predictor of performance motivation.

Emotional stability
People who are high in emotional stability are generally calm, even-tempered, less
anxious, less depressed, less embarrassed, and less insecure (Barrick and Mount, 1991;
Eysenck and Eysenck, 1985; Ones and Viswesvaran, 1997). In contrast, those who are
low in emotional stability tend to be nervous and high self-monitors (Ang et al., 2006).
The impact of emotional stability is related to the one’s ability to form and maintain
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positive relationships in work environment (Westerman and Simmons, 2007). Van
Vianen and De Dreu (2001) found that high levels of emotional stability contributed to
social cohesion in teams. Also, emotional stability has been shown to positively and
significantly predict performance (e.g. Judge and Ilies, 2002; Nguyen et al., 2005;
Salgado, 1997) and turnover intentions (Caligiuri, 2000).

Western studies have demonstrated the importance of personality characteristics as
predictors of citizenship performance (e.g. Barrick and Mount, 1991; Eisenberger et al.,
1990; George, 1991; Judge and Ilies, 2002; LePine and Van Dyne, 2001; Nikolaou and
Robertson, 2001; Organ and Konovsky, 1989; Settoon et al., 1996; Smith et al., 1983). For
example, Organ and Konovsky (1989) examined the influence of the personality trait of
PA on OCB. They found that when PA was studied simultaneously with cognition, PA
did not add to the explanation of OCB variance. However, George (1991) tested the
relationship between mood trait (such as PA), mood state, and OCB and found that
when measured separately, mood state was related to OCB.

In another study, Organ and Lingl (1995) examined the hypothesis that
agreeableness and conscientiousness accounted for commonly shared variance
between job satisfaction and citizenship behaviors. Their results showed that although
agreeableness and conscientiousness were significant predictors of work satisfaction –
positively and negatively, respectively – it was only conscientiousness that showed a
reliable connection to OCB and only in respect to the dimension of generalized
compliance. In a meta-analysis published in the same year, Organ and Ryan (1995)
found weak relationship between agreeableness and conscientiousness, the two
personality dimensions included in their analyses, and OCB dimensions.

Moreover, Konovsky and Organ (1996) predicted that agreeableness would relate
particularly with altruism, courtesy, and sportsmanship, whereas conscientiousness
would relate with generalized compliance. The statistically significant correlations
they came up with were quite weak: 0.12 between agreeableness and courtesy and 0.15
between conscientiousness and generalized compliance. The results of regression
analyses showed that, with the exception of generalized compliance, the dispositional
variables could not predict significant variance in OCB beyond that predicted by work
attitudes. However, in the case of generalized compliance, the personality dimension of
conscientiousness was the strongest predictor of all, accounting for unique variance on
the impersonal dimension of OCB. Finally, the results of a recent study conducted in
Greece did not show any significant relationship between personality and OCB
(Nikolaou and Robertson, 2001).

Based on the above discussion, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and
emotional stability are hypothesized to have an effect on the four dimensions of OCB.
Hence, these four traits were used as control variables in the research model in order to
control their effects on OCB dimensions.

Openness to experience
People who are high in openness to experience are imaginative, creative, cultured,
original, broad-minded, intelligent, and artistically sensitive (McCrae, 1996). They are
likely to positively perceive workplace transitions and changes (Wanberg and Banas,
2000), creatively thinking of ideas in dynamic ways, and remaining open to new
alternatives (Burke and Witt, 2002). Such traits likely make these persons ideal for
working in semi-autonomous work teams or self-managed team environments (Burke
and Witt, 2002).
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To date, this dimension is the least understood aspect of personality in the literature
on the FFM (Digman, 1990). Unlike the other FFM factors, openness to experience has
the stigma of being the only factor in the FFM that often is not related to work
outcomes (Barrick and Mount, 1991; LePine and Van Dyne, 2001). In some cases, this
lack of strong relationships has led some researchers to raise questions about the
utility of this personality trait ( Barrick et al., 2003). Others, however, such as George
and Zhou (2001), have demonstrated that openness is related to creativity. Also, Bing
and Lounsbury (2000) tested the openness-performance relationship by researching
113 team leaders and supervisors in a US-based Japanese manufacturing firm, which
emphasized team-building and total quality management processes. They found that
openness predicted unique variance in job performance, above-and-beyond both
cognitive aptitude and the other FFM personality dimensions.

One possible explanation for the above lack of consistency is the possibility that
openness may be varying importance to different organizational settings and cultures
(Bing and Lounsbury, 2000). Openness may be more likely to be job-related for
individual working in an organizational context where openness to new learning and
experience is needed for successful job performance (Bing and Lounsbury, 2000). Thus,
openness would be expected to come into play in situations where an individual must
adapt new behaviors and ideas in order to achieve a high level of job performance.

In the United Arab Emirates (UAE) in general and Dubai in particular, employers
are coveting employees who can ‘‘think outside the box’’ or can adapt and change to
solve complex problems in a continuously evolving work environment. A large amount
of training, adaptability, and change are required in organization working in Dubai. So,
in Dubai, open-mindedness, inquisitiveness, and change acceptance are valued. In
other words, the effect of openness on OCB is expected in Dubai context.

Accordingly, the study hypothesized that openness would be positively and
significantly related to the four OCB dimensions in the non-western context of the
UAE. Moreover, the study predicted that openness would explain a unique variance in
OCB dimensions above and beyond the other four FFM dimensions. Thus:

H1. Openness to experience is positively related to the four OCB dimensions of
interpersonal helping, individual initiative, personal industry, and loyal
boosterism.

Mediators of openness to experience-OCB relationship
It has been argued that personality traits best predict performance when a person’s
behavior is unconstrained (Barrick et al., 2005; Bem and Allen, 1974; Weiss and Adler,
1984). All behavior is a function of the characteristics of the situation and the
characteristics of the person, because both can potentially facilitate or limit the
behavioral expression of an individual’s personality traits (Barrick et al., 2005). When
situations are exceptionally strong, individuals tend to behave in the same way
regardless of their personality (Barrick et al., 2005). Many studies have shown that
situations can restrict the extent to which individuals can behave in accordance with
their personality (e.g. Barrick and Mount, 1993; Barrick et al., 2005; Beaty et al., 2001;
Gellatly and Irving, 2001; Hochwarter et al., 2002). For example, Barrick and Mount
(1993) found that the amount of job autonomy represented a situational constraint such
that when there was low job autonomy (a strong situation), personality traits did not
predict performance because there was little variability in behavior. In contrast, weak
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situations provide individuals with considerable discretion to engage in behaviors that
are in accordance with their personality (Barrick et al., 2005).

Additionally, certain traits of individuals may also constrain behavior, which in turn
restricts the expression of personality (Barrick et al., 2005). For example, there is
evidence in the literature suggests that personality traits interact with one another to
determine behavior (i.e. George and Zhou, 2001; Witt et al., 2002). Witt et al. (2002)
tested whether conscientiousness and agreeableness interacted in the prediction of job
performance. Their study’s results supported the hypothesis that the relationship
between conscientiousness and job performance was stronger for persons high in
agreeableness than for those low in agreeableness.

The above discussion led the study to examine the possibility that both WLOC and
interactional justice may interact with openness to experience to determine OCB
dimensions.

WLOC as a mediator
Locus of control refers to a generalized expectancy that outcomes, such as the
attainment of rewards or the avoidance of punishment, are controlled by one’s own
actions (internal locus of control) or by external factors (external locus of control)
(Spector, 1982, 1988). Persons with an internal locus of control believe that outcomes in
their lives are determined by personal effort, ability, and initiative, whereas persons
with an external locus of control tend to believe that outcomes are determined by
other persons, luck, or fate (O’Brien, 1984). Internal locus of control has been found to
be negatively related to anxiety (Spector, 1982) and is positively related with
achievement orientation ( Hattrup et al., 2005). Also, research has shown that persons
with higher internal locus of control show less stress, higher work motivation, and are
more likely to emerge as leaders than persons with higher external locus of control
(Spector, 1982).

Evidence of the relationship between locus of control and job performance has
reported in the literature (Hough, 1992; O’Brien, 1984; Spector, 1982). For example,
Hough (1992) found that locus of control is positively related to overall job
performance, such that internals performed better than externals. Studies also
suggested that internals perceive higher expectancies that effort will lead to good
performance, and that performance will lead to valued outcomes, than do externals
(e.g. Hattrup et al., 2005; Lied and Pritchard, 1976; Mitchell et al., 1975; Szilagyi and
Sims, 1975).

Considering work domain, Spector (1988) developed the WLOC scale which was
considered as a strong predictor of work related behaviors. Employees with an internal
WLOC are not likely to be constrained by rigid job roles in order to retain control over
events in the work place. Also, employees with internals WLOC demonstrate more
workgroup cooperation, self-reliance, and independence than do externals (e.g. Cravens
and Worchel, 1977; Tseng, 1970). Hence, internals are more likely to perform
organization citizenship behaviors than externals (Blakely et al., 2005). Thus, the study
predicted that openness to experience will influence the four OCB dimensions through
its effect on WLOC.

H2. The significant positive relationship between openness to experience and the
four OCB dimensions will be mediated by WLOC.
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Interactional justice as a mediator
Organizational justice pertains to members’ views of whether they are being treated
fairly by the organization (Greenberg, 1987). Dimensions of organizational justice have
most frequently been separated into three forms: distributive, procedural, and
interactional justice. Distributive justice refers to the perceived fairness of the
allocation of resources by the organization (Alexander and Ruderman, 1987; Folger and
Konovsky, 1989). Research has shown that perceptions of distributive justice predict
satisfaction with pay (Folger and Konovsky, 1989). Procedural justice refers to the
perceived fairness of the process used to make allocation decisions (Alexander and
Ruderman, 1987; Korsgaard et al., 1995). Individuals perceiving procedural justice have
lower levels of absenteeism, reduced turnover intentions, and increased job
performance and commitment to the organization (e.g. Masterson et al., 2000).
Interactional justice refers to how one is treated (e.g. with respect and dignity) during
the implementation of a process or procedure (Byrne, 2005). Interactional justice
emphasizes the communication and interpersonal aspects of processes (Bies and Moag,
1986; Byrne, 2005). Studies showed that perceptions of interactional justice are
positively related to commitment to the supervisor, leader-member exchange, and
supervisory satisfaction (Cohen-Charash and Spector, 2001).

Research has confirmed strong relationship between perceptions of fairness and
OCB performance (Blakely et al., 2005; Cohen-Charash and Spector, 2001; Moorman,
1991; Organ and Moorman, 1993; Organ and Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff et al., 2000). When
employees believe they are being unfairly treated, by the organization or by their
supervisor, this leads to lower performance (e.g. Cowherd and Levine, 1992), increased
absenteeism and turnover (e.g. Hulin, 1991), deviant behaviors ( Skarlicki et al., 1999),
decreased affective commitment (Barling and Phillips, 1993; Folger and Konovsky,
1989; McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992), and reduced citizenship behaviors (Konovsky and
Pugh, 1994; Moorman, 1991).

Interactional justice has been linked to positive supervisor-subordinate relation,
which leads to beneficial consequences for the organization (e.g. Byrne, 2005;
Masterson et al., 2000). Fair treatment conveys trust in the relationship (Byrne, 2005;
Tyler and Degoey, 1996; Tyler and Lind, 1992), and leads to increased extra-role
behaviors and commitment (Byrne, 2005; Masterson et al., 2000; Moorman, 1991; Tyler
et al., 2001). Previous studies have not focused on interactional justice to predict OCB.
Interactional justice may be important in enhancing the effects of openness to
experience on OCB dimensions. Hence, the study predicted that openness to experience
influence the four OCB dimensions through its effect on interactional justice. Thus:

H3. The significant positive relationship between openness to experience and the
four OCB dimensions will be mediated by interactional justice.

The hypothesized model is depicted in Figure 1.

Methods
Participants and procedures
Participants were 230 employees working in a variety of service organizations in
Dubai. A self-administered English questionnaire containing measures of FFM, OCB,
WLOC, and interactional justice was distributed. The response rate was 71 percent,
leading to a sample of 164 individuals. The study sample was homogeneous since all
respondents were UAE citizens. Of the 164 respondents, 49 per cent were females and
the average respondent age was 32.5 years with a standard deviation (SD) 0.75.
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Respondents had been with the organization an average of 5.5 years (SD ¼ 1.0) and
had been in their present job 3.0 years (SD ¼ 0.74).

Measures
Personality measure: The big five personality dimensions were assessed using the 44-
item big five inventory (BFI) (John and Srivastava, 1999). The BFI shows high
convergent validity with other self-report scales and with peer ratings of the big five.
The BFI items were rated on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 ¼ strongly
disagree to 5 ¼ strongly agree.

OCB measure: OCB was measured with the 21-item scale developed by Moorman
and Blakely (1995). Responses were made on a five-point scale (1 ¼ strongly disagree to
5 ¼ strongly agree). The four dimensions included are: interpersonal helping (six
items), individual initiative (five items), personal industry (five items), and loyal
boosterism (five items).

WLOC measure: WLOC was measured with the 16-item scale developed by Spector
(1988). Responses were made on a five-point scale anchored from 1 ¼ strongly disagree
to 5 ¼ strongly agree.

Interactional justice measure: To measure interactional justice, the study used the
nine-item scale developed by Niehoff and Moorman (1993). All items used a five-point
response scale anchored from 1 ¼ strongly disagree to 5 ¼ strongly agree.

Analysis
To test the relationship between openness to experience and the four OCB dimensions,
each of the four OCB dimensions was regressed separately on to openness to
experience. The four control variables – extraversion, agreeableness,
conscientiousness, and emotional stability – were entered first into the regression
equation. Next, openness to experience was entered on the second step of the
regression analysis to test study’s hypothesis.

Baron and Kenny (1986) and Aiken and West (1991) outline the conditions in which
mediators should be tested:

. the independent variable (openness to experience, in the current study) should be
related to the dependent variable (OCB dimensions);

Figure 1.
Hypothesized model
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. the independent variable should be related to the mediators (WLOC and
interactional justice); and

. the mediator should be related to the dependent variable.

Partial mediation is shown when the independent variable and the mediating variables
each significantly predict the dependent variable and the effect of the independent
variable on the dependent variable becomes less when the mediator is controlled, as
shown by the change in regression coefficient. Full mediation exists when such an
effect becomes non-significant.

Results
To assess the study model, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is conducted using
LISREL 8.80. CFA supported a four-factor measure of OCB (interpersonal helping,
individual initiative, personal industry, and loyal boosterism: �2 ¼ 225.58, df ¼ 146,
�2/df ¼ 1.55, CFI ¼ 0.78, GFI ¼ 0.86, RMSEA ¼ 0.05) over a one-factor measure of
OCB (the four OCB dimensions combined: �2 ¼ 736.58, df ¼ 152, �2/df ¼ 4.85,
CFI ¼ 0.78, GFI ¼ 0.86, RMSEA ¼ 0.15, ��2 ¼ 511, �df ¼ 6, p < 0.001). Therefore,
the OCB dimensions were retained as four separate scales.

Also, CFA was used to assess the discriminant validity of the study constructs. The
study hypothesized seven-factor model (openness to experience, WLOC, interactional
justice, interpersonal helping, individual initiative, personal industry, and loyal
boosterism) had a good fit to the observed covariance matrix (�2 ¼ 1875.85,
df ¼ 1066; �2/df ¼ 1.75; GFI ¼ 0.68; CFI ¼ 0.87; RMSEA ¼ 0.06). This seven-factor
model was compared to a series of conceptually reasonable competing models.

Table I summarizes these results and shows that Model 1 (seven factors) had the
best fit. Model 1 was a significantly better fit than Model 2 with a one-factor approach
(��2 ¼ 1123.25, p < 0.001). Model 1 was significantly better than Model 3
(��2 ¼ 1124.73, p < 0.001). Model 1 (seven factors) was also significantly better than
other three, four, five, six, seven factor models (see Table I for details). Model 1 was

Table I.
Comparison of

theoretically alternative
models

Change from
Model 1

Model Description �2 df �2/df GFI CFI RMSEA ��2 �df

Model 1 Hypothesized
seven-factor model

1,875.85 1,066 1.75 0.68 0.87 0.06

Model 2 One-factor model 2,999.21 1,080 2.78 0.57 0.70 0.10 1,123.25* 14
Model 3 Two-factor modela 3,000.58 1,079 2.78 0.57 0.70 0.11 1,124.73* 13
Model 4 Three-factor modelb 2,780.04 1,078 2.58 0.58 0.73 0.10 904.19* 12
Model 5 Four-factor modelc 2,517.09 1,076 2.34 0.61 0.77 0.09 641.24* 10
Model 6 Five-factor modeld 2,383.56 1,076 2.22 0.62 0.79 0.08 507.71* 10
Model 7 Six-factor modele 2,359.36 1,075 2.19 0.62 0.80 0.09 483.51* 9

Notes: aTwo factors: openness to experience, interactional justice, and WLOC combined; OCB as
one factor; bThree factors: openness to experience, WLOC combined; interactional justice; OCB as
one factor; cFour factors: openness to experience; WLOC; interactional justice; OCB as one factor;
dFive factors: openness to experience, interactional justice, and WLOC combined; interpersonal
helping; individual initiative; personal industry; loyal boosterism; eSix factors: openness to
experience, WLOC combined; interactional justice; interpersonal helping; individual initiative;
personal industry; loyal boosterism; *p < 0.001
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retained because it reflected our hypothesized approach, fit the data well
(RMSEA ¼ 0.06).

Descriptive statistics, reliability estimate, and the inter-correlation matrix of all
study’s measures are presented in Table II. As shown, all alphas were at an acceptable
level. Openness to experience was positively correlated with the four OCB dimensions
of interpersonal helping (r ¼ 0.42, p < 0.01), individual initiative (r ¼ 0.53, p < 0.01),
personal industry (r ¼ 0.29, p < 0.01), and loyal boosterism (r ¼ 0.23, p < 0.01). It
should also be noted that WLOC was positively related to interpersonal helping
(r ¼ 0.37, p < 0.01), individual initiative (r ¼ 0.22, p < 0.01), personal industry
(r ¼ 0.30, p < 0.01), and loyal boosterism (r ¼ 0.41, p < 0.01). Additionally,
interactional justice was positively related to interpersonal helping (r ¼ 0.27,
p < 0.01), individual initiative (r ¼ 0.61, p < 0.01), personal industry (r ¼ 0.50,
p < 0.01), and loyal boosterism (r ¼ 0.38, p < 0.01). These results support the study
hypotheses.

In terms of linear effects, hierarchical regression analysis showed that openness to
experience successfully predicted the four OCB dimensions. Openness to experience
explained an average of 2, 15, 2, and 10 percent of the variance in interpersonal helping,
individual initiative, personal industry, and loyal boosterism, respectively, above and
beyond the other four FFM dimensions (see Tables III and IV). Openness to experience
had significant functional influence on interpersonal helping (� ¼ 0.21, p < 0.05),
individual initiative (� ¼ 0.52, p < 0.001), personal industry (� ¼ 0.19, p < 0.05), and
loyal boosterism (� ¼ 0.41, p < 0.001). Hence, the study H1 testing the linear
relationship between openness to experience and the four OCB dimensions was fully
supported.

The role of WLOC as a mediator variable in the openness to experience-OCB
dimensions relationships was tested using a statistical procedure suggested by Baron
and Kenny (1986). Based on the procedure, in order to establish the mediating role of
WLOC, one needs to first show that openness to experience has a significant effect on
WLOC as well as on the four OCB dimensions. Second, when regression models of the
four OCB dissensions on openness to experience and WLOC are analyzed, WLOC must
still have a significant effect on the four OCB dimensions and the effect of openness to
experience on them must be insignificant or must become less significant in step 2.

Table III presents the regression results from testing the mediating role of WLOC. In
step 1, the control variables were entered in separate regression models. In step 2, the
predictor was entered with the control variables. In line with the study expectations,
openness to experience was positively related to WLOC (� ¼ 0.32, p < 0.001) and the
four OCB dimensions as reported above. These results fulfill the first two conditions of
testing mediation. In step 3, WLOC was added into each regression model. It was found
to have a significant effect on interpersonal helping (� ¼ 0.17, p < 0.05), individual
initiative (� ¼ 0.15, p < 0.05), personal industry (� ¼ 0.25, p < 0.001), and loyal
boosterism (� ¼ 0.41, p < 0.001) and the formerly beta coefficient of the relationship
between openness to experience and the two OCB dimensions of interpersonal helping
and personal industry became non-significant (� ¼ 0.18 and 0.14, ns). Hence, WLOC
fully mediated the relationship between openness to experience and OCB dimensions
of interpersonal helping and personal industry.

Furthermore, when WLOC regressed on individual initiative and loyal boosterism,
the formerly beta coefficient became smaller (� ¼ 0.50 and 0.35, p < 0.001). Hence,
WLOC partially mediated the relationship between openness to experience and OCB
dimensions of individual initiative and loyal boosterism. The reported �R2 and F for
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�R2 as shown in Table II support the previously mentioned results. Thus, H2 that
WLOC mediates the relationship between openness to experience and the four OCB
dimensions is partially supported.

Regarding testing the mediating role of interactional justice in openness to
experience-OCB dimensions relationships, when interactional justice was included in
the regression model to predict interpersonal helping, the relationship between
openness to experience and interpersonal helping became non-significant (� ¼ 0.18,
ns) (see Table IV).

Hence, interactional justice fully mediated the relationship between openness to
experience and interpersonal helping. Also, when interactional justice regressed on
individual initiative and loyal boosterism, the formerly beta coefficient became smaller
(� ¼ 0.49, p < 0.001 and � ¼ 0.33, p < 0.001). This implies that interactional justice
partially mediated the relationship between openness to experience and the two OCB
dimensions. In contrast, interactional justice did not mediate the relationship between
openness to experience and personal industry. The reported �R2 and F for �R2 as
shown in Table III support the previously mentioned results. Thus, H3 that
interactional justice mediates the relationship between openness to experience and the
four OCB dimensions is partially supported.

Table III.
Results for hierarchical
regression results
testing the mediating
effect of WLOC

WLOC
Interpersonal

helping
Individual
initiative

Personal
industry

Loyal
boosterism

Step 1
Extraversion 0.19* 0.33*** 0.16* 0.06
Agreeableness 0.16 0.11 0.26** 0.28**
Conscientiousness 0.33*** 0.28** 0.15 0.11
Emotional stability 0.01 0.08 0.22** 0.11
Adjusted R2 0.27 0.33 0.27 0.15

Step 2
Extraversion 0.12 0.15* 0.11 0.02
Agreeableness 0.12 0.01 0.21** 0.20*
Conscientiousness 0.26** 0.08 0.08 0.05
Emotional stability 0.02 0.12 0.23** 0.15*
Openness to experience 0.32*** 0.21* 0.52*** 0.19* 0.41***
Adjusted R2 0.29 0.48 0.29 0.25
�R2 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.10
F for �R2 (Steps 1 and 2) 4.58* 37.97*** 4.34* 19.35***

Step 3
Extraversion 0.12 0.15* 0.10 0.02
Agreeableness 0.10 0.01 0.18* 0.14
Conscientiousness 0.23* 0.05 0.06 0.03
Emotional stability 0.03 0.12 0.23** 0.14*
Openness to experience 0.18 0.50*** 0.14 0.35***
WLOC 0.17* 0.15* 0.25*** 0.41***
Adjusted R2 0.31 0.50 0.34 0.40
�R2 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.15
F for �R2 (Steps 2 and 3) 4.70* 5.31* 11.74*** 37.71***

Notes: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001 (standardized regression coefficients are reported);
n ¼ 164
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Discussion
The present study examined the relationship between openness to experience and OCB
dimensions for the first time in the Middle Eastern context. The study also investigated
whether WLOC and interactional justice mediate the openness to experience-OCB
dimensions relationships. This study advances the literature pertaining to personality
and performance by empirically demonstrating the importance of openness to
experience for performing OCB in a non-Western context.

Contrary to previous Western studies (e.g. Barrick et al., 2001; Hogan and Holland,
2003; Hough, 1992; Hurtz and Donovan, 2000; Organ and Ryan, 1995), the study
reported positive relationship between openness to experience and the OCB four
dimensions of interpersonal helping, individual initiative, personal industry, and loyal
boosterism after controlling the impact of the other four FFM dimensions. Thus, this
research suggests that openness to experience is an important personality trait to
predict OCB dimensions in the UAE. Organizational members who are high in
openness to experience are more likely to perform higher level of interpersonal helping,
individual initiative, personal industry, and loyal boosterism.

The study also showed that employees high in openness to experience are those
employees who are high in performing the OCB roles of interpersonal helping and
individual initiative performance. These results are inconsistent with the studies

Table IV.
Results for hierarchical

regression results testing
the mediating effect of

interactional justice

Interactional
justice

Interpersonal
helping

Individual
initiative

Personal
industry

Loyal
boosterism

Step 1
Extraversion 0.19* 0.33*** 0.16* 0.06
Agreeableness 0.16 0.11 0.26** 0.28**
Conscientiousness 0.33*** 0.28** 0.15 0.11
Emotional stability 0.01 0.08 0.22** 0.11
Adjusted R2 0.27 0.33 0.27 0.15

Step 2
Extraversion 0.12 0.15* 0.11 0.02
Agreeableness 0.12 0.01 0.21** 0.20*
Conscientiousness 0.26** 0.08 0.08 0.05
Emotional stability 0.02 0.12 0.23** 0.15*
Openness to experience 0.26*** 0.21* 0.52*** 0.19* 0.41***
Adjusted R2 0.29 0.48 0.29 0.25
� R2 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.10
F for �R2 (Steps 1 and 2) 4.58* 37.97*** 4.34* 19.35***

Step 3
Extraversion 0.14 0.17* 0.11 0.02
Agreeableness 0.08 0.02 0.21** 0.14
Conscientiousness 0.25** 0.07 0.08 0.04
Emotional stability 0.01 0.11 0.23** 0.09
Openness to experience 0.18 0.49*** 0.18* 0.33***
Interactional justice 0.24*** 0.21*** 0.02 0.31***
Adjusted R2 0.34 0.52 0.29 0.33
�R2 0.05 0.04 0.00 0.08
F for �R2 (Steps 2 and 3) 10.80*** 11.55*** 0.10 18.20***

Notes: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001 (standardized regression coefficients are reported);
n ¼ 164
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conducted in Western cultures context. For example, Mount et al. (1998) found no
empirical evidence to associate openness to experience with one’s ability to work well
with others. One possible explanation for this study’s finding is individuals who score
high on openness to experience tend to be imaginative, curious, and creative; all
individual traits that would result in higher-quality working relationships. Thus, the
findings of this study suggest that when assessing how effective one is in performing
the social requirements at wok, i.e. communication, interpersonal skills, and facilitating
peer or team performance, openness to experience will be important predictor.

Contrary to previous Western studies suggested that openness to experience has
little validity in predicting job performance (e.g. Barrick et al., 2001), testing the
relationship between openness to experience and personal industry, which describes
the performance of an employee’s specific tasks above and beyond normal role
expectations, showed that openness to experience is a valid predictor of personal
industry after controlling the impact of the other four FFM dimensions. One possible
explanation for this finding is that individuals high on openness to experience are
likely to show certain tendencies of particular value in work environments such as
creatively thinking of ideas in dynamic ways and remaining open to new alternatives.
Such predispositions likely warrant these individuals ideal for performing high-
quality work.

Additionally, the present study revealed that openness to experience as a valid
predictor of loyal boosterism (focuses on promoting the organization’s image). One
possible explanation for this result is that persons high on openness are likely to
exhibit certain behaviors of particular value in contemporary work environments, such
as positively perceiving workplace transitions and changes (Wanberg and Banas,
2000). Thus, if the organization is promoting change, creativity, and innovativeness,
high openness to experience people will be expected to be willing to promote the
organization’s image.

The study also contributes to the literature by revealing that WLOC and
interactional justice predict the four dimensions of OCB. Individuals who are high in
internal WLOC are more likely to perform higher levels of OCB dimensions. This is
consistent with Western studies reported that internals are more likely to perform
organization citizenship behaviors than externals (e.g. Blakely et al., 2005). Also,
employees who perceive interactional justice positively are more likely to perform OCB
dimensions. Similar results have been reported in Western studies (e.g. Masterson et al.,
2000; Moorman, 1991; Tyler et al., 2001). Fair treatment conveys trust in the
relationship between employees and supervisors (Tyler and Degoey, 1996; Tyler and
Lind, 1992), and leads to increased extra-role behaviors and commitment (Masterson
et al., 2000; Moorman, 1991; Tyler et al., 2001).

Another contribution of the current study pertains to the results of the regression
model which examined the joint relationships among openness to experience, WLOC,
interactional justice, and the four dimensions of OCB. The study revealed that WLOC
and interactional justice not only have direct relationships to OCB dimensions, but also
they mediate the relationship between openness to experience and OCB dimensions.

The finding that WLOC mediated the relationships between openness to experience
and OCB dimensions is noteworthy. The study showed that WLOC fully mediated the
influence of openness to experience on interpersonal helping and personal industry and
partially mediated the influence of openness on individual initiative and loyal
boosterism. The study suggested that employees who are high in openness to
experience are more likely to be high in internal WLOC, which in turn lead to
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performing higher level of OCB dimensions. Therefore, organizations want to enhance
the performance of OCB should select employees who are high in openness to
experience and internal WLOC.

Finally, the study is among the first studies to examine the mediating role of
interactional justice in the relationship of openness to experience with OCB
dimensions. The study revealed that interactional justice fully mediated the
relationship between openness to experience and interpersonal helping and partially
mediated the influence of openness to experience on individual initiative and loyal
boosterism. These findings mean that employees who are high in openness to
experience are more likely to perceive interactional justice positively which in turn will
have a functional influence on OCB dimensions. Therefore, organization in the UAE
should select individuals who are high in openness to experience and ensure the
provision of high interactional justice in order to enhance the performance of OCB.

Limitations, strengths, and future research
As with any research, this study has a number of limitations. First, our research design
was cross-sectional, which prevents making inferences of causality among variables.
Future research using a longitudinal design could address this limitation. Second,
because self-report method was used, it is possible that the explained variances are
increased because of common method variance. Third, the impact of cultural
dimensions was not controlled in this study, and may have influenced openness to
experience-OCB relationship. Fourth, the study focused on interactional justice and did
not explore the effects of distributive and procedural justice.

These limitations are balanced by certain strengths of the study. This research does
make several contributions to the OCB and personality literature. First, the study was
the first study in the UAE and the Middle East to examine the relationship between
Openness to experience and OCB dimensions. This enhances our understanding of the
openness to experience effects on OCB across the region. Second, the result that WLOC
is related to OCB performance emphasizes the importance of including other
dispositional predictors in OCB models in order to understand the causes of OCB.
Third, the study is among the first studies to examine whether WLOC and
interactional justice would mediate the relationship between openness to experience
and the four OCB dimensions. The study results support Organ’s (1990) view that the
motivation to perform OCB is influenced by a combination of situational and
dispositional factors. Thus, the results that WLOC and interactional justice influenced
the nature of the relationship between openness to experience and OCB help us to
understand how and when openness to experience influence work behavior.

There are several areas for possible future research. The results of this study
suggest future replications and extensions in different parts of the region to
circumscribe the generalizablity and applicability of findings reported here. These
replications will reach more general conclusions about the nature of openness to
experience-OCB relationships and will help in making cross-cultural comparisons.
Also, future research needs to include other situational (i.e. job autonomy and other
types of justice) and individual (i.e. self-esteem and self-mentoring) factors in
examining the relationship between openness and OCB. Finally, future researches
could measure the impact of culture on openness-OCB relationship.
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Research implications
The present findings have several practical implications. An obvious implication is for
employee selection, the results show that selecting employees on openness to
experience is likely to enhance the performance of OCB. The study revealed that people
who were high in openness to experience engaged in more OCB, and these results were
true for the four OCB dimensions. Further, the study showed that WLOC had a positive
impact on the relationship between openness to experience and OCB. Therefore,
selecting employees who are high in internal WLOC will help in enhancing the impact
of openness to experience on OCB.

Additionally, this study draws managers’ attention to the influence of interactional
justice on OCB dimensions. The study showed that improving staff perceptions of
interactional justice is likely to enhance the performance of OCB. This recognition
would presumably enhance managers’ ability to develop appropriate strategies to
enhance the impact of interactional justice on OCB. Also, managers in the UAE should
take appropriate actions to ensure provision of sufficient interactional justice when
managing their employees. Managers should communicate effectively with employees
in order to affirm their perceptions of interactional justice. This will help in examining
interactional justice from employees’ point of view in order to reduce the perception
gap between superiors and subordinates.

Our findings also have implications for organizational training programs. For
example, it is important to train managers about the importance of employees’
perceptions of interactional justice. Also, training programs should include a
component that conveys to the benefits associated with OCB, and explains the nature
of the behaviours that comprise OCBs. Finally, the results have implications for rating
employee performance. Managers should consider the performance of OCB when they
are evaluating their employees’ performance.

Conclusion
This study has examined for the first time in the UAE and the Middle East the
historically weak openness to experience-OCB relationship. Also, the study
investigated whether WLOC and interactional justice mediate the relationship between
openness to experience and OCB dimensions. The results uncover that openness has a
functional impact on the four OCB dimensions. In addition, the study revealed that
WLOC and interactional justice mediate some of the relationship between openness
and OCB dimensions. The implications of the study outcomes for both managers and
researchers are also discussed in the paper.
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