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ABSTRACT

Although a substantial amount of research on Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB)
has been conducted, little is known about it within the context of the Japanese hospitality industry.
While OCB is generally considered to be beyond ordinary job duties (extra-role), some researchers
suggest that Japanese employees view OCB as part of their job (in-role). However, theoretical
explanation for this phenomenon is still scant. This research aims to examine how culture-based
organizational characteristics (workplace harmony and customer orientation) and generation
influence the role perception of OCB among Japanese hospitality employees.

An online survey was developed and distributed to hospitality employees working in Japan
using snowball sampling and resulting in a total of 303 participants. The results showed that
Japanese culture-based characteristics, workplace harmony and customer orientation, positively
influenced in-role perceptions of OCB-Altruism and OCB-General compliance. In addition, older
generations showed higher in-role perception of OCB-General compliance than Generation Y.
This research contributes to OCB literature by examining the impact of culture-based
organizational characteristics on the employee’s positive behavior that helps increase
organizational performance. Workplace harmony and customer orientation in Japanese service
organizations have often been noted by researchers, however they are rarely examined. This
research contributes to the hospitality service management literature by documenting their impact
on OCB through an empirical examination. Lastly, the findings of this study provide hospitality

practitioners with a better understanding of employee citizenship behaviors in a collectivistic



cultural background so that the results can aid human resources practices, including recruiting and

training.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) is described as an employee’s behavior which
goes beyond the normal job requirement without being recognized explicitly or directly by the
organizational reward system due to its discretionary nature (Organ, 1988). OCB is considered as
an organizational attribute that can extend employees’ extra effort in the workplace in order to
enhance service delivery, competitive advantages, and financial performance in the hospitality
industry (Getty & Getty; 2003; Fisher et al., 2010; Tang & Tang, 2012; Walz & Niehoff, 2000).
For example, hotels which have employees who perform OCB are more likely to offer high-quality
service and customer satisfaction than hotels which do not have these employees (Podsakoff et al.,
2009). Also, OCB is associated with lower food cost, increased revenue, higher customer
satisfaction, and fewer customer complaints in restaurants (Walz & Niehoff, 2000). Therefore,
encouraging OCB among employees has become essential to improve operational efficiency and
survive the competitive environment in the hospitality industry (Bilgin et al., 2015; Getty & Getty,
2003). Due to the organizational functional improvement benefits, OCB has gained attention from
researchers for the last few decades in relation to its conceptualization, drivers, consequences, and
cultural differences.

Although OCB is often defined as an extra-role behavior that goes beyond the call of
employees’ duties (e.g. Organ, 1983), some employees perceive OCB as an in-role behavior which
is assumed as part of their job (e.g., Morrison, 1994; Pond et al., 1997). Employees differ in how
broadly they define the in-role behaviors depending on their perceptions of job requirements and

expectations (Clark et al., 2014; Tepper et al., 2001). OCB-role definitions, the extent to which



employees consider OCB to be part of their job, are positively correlated with employee citizenship
behaviors (Clark et al., 2014; Kamdar et al., 2006; Tepper & Taylor, 2003), and employees are
more likely to display OCB if they define the behavior as in-role rather than extra-role (Coyle-
Shapiro et al., 2004; Morrison, 1994).

Researchers also suggest that collectivistic employees are more likely to define OCB as in-
role, as their requirement in the organization, than individualistic employees (Clark et al., 2014;
Matsumoto, 1990; Moorman & Blakely, 1995), specifically Japanese employees (Wang, 2015).
Cross-cultural studies show that employees in collectivistic countries such as Japan, China, Korea,
and Taiwan, are more positively engaging in OCB than those in individualistic countries because
the priority of group goals over individual goals and importance of cohesion in social groups are
the primary characteristics in many Asian countries (Li & Ho, 2010; Moorman & Blakely, 1995;
Organ & Paine, 2000). In particular, previous studies suggest that Japanese employees’ specific
characteristics may lead to high OCB (Lam et al., 1999; Paine & Organ, 2000; Wang, 2015), and
Japanese employees are more likely to regard OCB as in-role behavior compared to employees in
Western countries (Kwantes et al., 2008; Hui et al, 2015; Morrison, 1994). In fact, Organ (2006)
mentioned that he found the concept of OCB from the Japanese organizational behavior research.
Despite the implication between OCB concept and Japanese organizational characteristics, OCB
research in the Japanese context barely exists. In addition, although cross cultural studies found
differences in OCB by cultural dimensions, further research on specific cultural characteristics is
suggested (Kwantes et al., 2008). Hence, this research considers two culture-based organizational
characteristics, harmony and customer orientation which are frequently employed to represent

Japanese organizational characteristics, to understand employee’s perception of OCB roles.



Japanese organizations are known for emphasizing harmony in the workplace (Konishi et
al., 2009; Ouchi, 1981; Whitehill & Takezawa, 1978). Japanese work ethics are derived from
Confucianism and Shinto, which are religions that strongly focus on harmony and relationship
(Konishi et al., 2009), and human relationship oriented behavior —how they are able to harmonize
with others —is considered as part of employees’ basic work performance in Japanese organizations
(Konishi, 2009). In addition, Japanese organizations have a reputation for customer orientation to
provide high quality service to their customers (Deshpande et al., 1993; 1999; Frank et al., 2013;
Haghirian, 2010). After World War 11, Japanese organizations were forced to develop quickly in
order to recover the nation’s economy (Turpin, 1995) by moving from product-orientation to
customer-orientation (Murakoshi, 1994), and placing customers as their first priority has become
the norm for Japanese companies in the mid-2000s (Frank, 2013; Murakoshi, 1994). Customer
orientation of Japanese service organizations has grown even stronger by their customers who have
wealthy purchasing power and high demands (Synodinos, 2001). As a result, organizations believe
customer-oriented service is a driving factor for high business performance in Japan (Deshpande
etal., 1993).

While there are some culturally rooted elements that explain Japanese organizational
characteristics, another socio-cultural phenomenon in the workforce that should be considered is
generational difference. It has been suggested that generational differences have an effect on
various components of the workplace (Lincoln & Kalleberg, 1992; Moran et al., 2014; Sugimoto,
2014; Takase et al., 2009; Wong et al., 2008), and these differences may be more prominent as
multiple generations work together (Cennamo, & Gardner, 2008; Deal, Altman, & Rogelberg,

2010; Hill, 2002). In regard to the generational difference, Japanese generational groups have



distinctive characteristics toward their work values and loyalty for their organizations (Lincoln &
Kalleberg, 1992; Moran et al., 2014; Sugimoto, 2014; Takase et al., 2009). For instance, Japanese
Baby Boomers are described as people who showed higher engagement within their organizations
than younger generations of Japanese workers (Oda, 2006; Sugimoto, 2014; Takase et al., 2009).
On the other hand, Generation X and Generation Y tend to be explained as the generations of
Japanese employees which have a lower commitment to their organizations (Lincoln & Kalleberg,
1992; Moran et al., 2014; Tamesada, 2005; Takase et al., 2009). As hospitality organizations
generally accommodate a large number of employees at various stages in life, understanding
generational differences is crucial for them to effectively manage their organizations (Wong,

Gardiner, Lang, & Coulon, 2008).

Problem Statement

Although cross-cultural studies of OCB showed that there is a common recognition of OCB
across cultures and countries, a challenge remains in regard to what constitutes OCB in different
cultures and/or countries (Paine & Organ, 2000). In fact, most extant OCB studies have been
conducted in Western cultural contexts (Organ, 1997; Hui et al., 2015), and some researchers have
suggested that OCB in collectivistic cultures may differ from OCB in individualistic cultures
(Wang, 2015). Despite the early exploration of Japanese management styles (e. g., Ouchi, 1980;
Schein, 1981), little scholarly attention has been given to OCB in Japanese hospitality
organizations (Ueda, 2011). Japanese employees are more likely to regard OCB as in-role behavior
compared to employees in Western countries (Hui et al, 2015; Kwantes et al., 2008; Morrison,

1994), yet little is known about what contributes to this phenomenon. Although previous



researchers have suggested that some specific characteristics of Japanese employees may increase
OCB (Lam et al., 1999; Paine & Organ, 2000; Wang, 2015), research on those possible specific
cultural characteristics is still limited (Kwantes et al., 2008).

In addition, there is a growing interest in understanding generational differences in the
workforce, and a substantial amount of research has been conducted. Even though some
generational differences are found in Japanese organizations (Oda, 2006; Takase et al., 2009),
further research was called for in order to understand the new emerging generations as well as
existing generations in the workforce (Lub et al., 2011; Takase et al., 2009). In fact, researchers
have argued that there are differences in working values among the generational categories in
Japan (Lincoln & Kalleberg, 1992; Moran et al., 2014; Sugimoto, 2014; Takase et al., 2009);
however, role-perception in relation to OCB has not been examined specifically among Japanese

hospitality employees.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to examine employees’ role perceptions of OCB in the
Japanese hospitality industry. Specifically, this study focuses on two culturally rooted
organizational characteristics, harmony and customer orientation, and examines their effect on the
role perception of OCB in the Japanese hospitality industry. In addition, this study examines

generational differences in role perception of OCB for Japanese employees.



Significance of the study

First, the results of this study can contribute to OCB literature by investigating the impact
of culture-based organizational characteristics on the employee’s perception of OCB. Specifically,
this study can fill the gap in OCB literature by examining Japanese hospitality employees who are
in a collectivistic cultural background but hardly included in OCB research. Thus, the findings of
this study can be of value to researchers investigating OCB in collectivistic cultural context and
cross cultural studies.

Second, Japanese culture-based characteristics, workplace harmony and high customer
orientation, have frequently been mentioned by previous organizational behavior studies, yet the
examination of those characteristics are rare. This study can provide empirical evidence for
researchers to recognize important factors that increase OCB in the workplace. Thus, this
investigation can contribute to service management literature by documenting the effects of
harmony and customer orientation on OCB and encouraging further studies to identify other
culture-based characteristics in OCB research.

Finally, this study can help hospitality managers understand OCB perceptions of
employees from Japan representing one of the collectivistic countries. Due to globalization,
hospitality organizations have expanded overseas, and they are facing challenges in managing
employees from diverse cultural background. Also, the number of immigrants and workers from
collectivistic countries, such as Japan, China, and Korea has increased in United States. The results
of this study can provide hospitality managers with insight into the OCB perception of
collectivistic employees. In addition, the findings of generational differences among employees in

the Japanese hospitality industry can assist hospitality practitioners to gain a better understanding



of these employees’ work values, so that the results can inform human resources practices, as well

as training and development programs in order to inform their practices.



CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

Organizational Citizenship Behavior

Definition of Organizational Citizenship Behavior

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) is 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 organizations.” (Organ, 1988) It is also
described as “contextual performance” which refers to individual behavior that goes beyond the
call of duty, such as volunteering (Borman & Motowildo, 1993) or individuals’ contributions to
organizational effectiveness by performing supplemental tasks, but which is necessary in a social
context (Dipola & Moran, 2001).

The conceptual foundation traces back to Chester Barnard’s (1938) analysis of the nature
of an organization that emphasized the importance of “willingness to cooperate”. Later, Katz and
Kahn (1966) introduced the term of “extra-role behavior” in their behavioral analysis of
organizations, and this behavioral category refers to employee’s working performance through
innovative and spontaneous behaviors. Ultimately, the term OCB was then described by Organ
(1977) and it has become a popular research area for decades (e.g., Bateman & Organ, 1983; Chen,
2014; Clark et al., 2014; DiPaola & Moran, 2001; Donavan et al., 2004; Farrell & Oczkowski,
2012; Kwantes et al., 2008; Lam et al., 2009; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Paine & Organ, 2000;
Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997; Smith et al., 1983; Ueda, 2011; Van Dyne et al., 1994; VVan Dyne
& LePine, 1998; Wang, 2015). The literature is in agreement that the basic characteristics of OCB

consist of (1) being performed by organizational members, (2) being directed to individuals,



groups, or organizations with whom the employee maintains a relationship within their duties, and
(3) being performed with the intention of advancing the well-being of individuals and groups
within the organization (Brief & Motowild, 1986). However, OCB does not stand on its own in
literature, but may be explained by existing theories.

Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) is often used as a theoretical explanation for OCB
(e.g., Kimetal., 2013; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Wang et al., 2005). Social exchange occurs when
one party gives valued resources to another party, and it creates a certain expectation of return in
the future to reflect a contribution from the first group (Blau, 1964; Mitchel et al., 2012). A series
of social exchanges increases the quality of the relationship between the parties involved (i.e.,
supervisor and employees, and employees and customers) and results in strengthening beneficial
and productive behavior (Blau, 1964). According to this theory, OCB is explained as the behavior
which can be enhanced by the preferable social climate exchange. For instance, if a manager can
provide a good workplace environment for employees, these employees are willing to devote their
time and motivation into their work voluntarily (Clark et al., 2014). Similarly, Leader-Member
Exchange (LMX) theory suggests that establishing trust between leader and the members leads to
high extra contribution from members, and this “extra” contribution is considered as the features
of OCB (Organ et al., 2006). For instance, members are willing to complete their tasks more
quickly under the supervisor whom they are trust than under other supervisors. This “extra”

contribution has impact on department efficiency and effectivity (Organ et al., 2006).



Role-definition of Organizational Citizenship Behavior

While various definitions and theories are proposed to describe OCB, Graham (1994)
pointed out that it is impossible to define OCB reasonably without a clear understanding of in-role
behavior and extra-role behavior. The concept of in-role and extra-role behaviors are derived from
the social role generated from an individual’s status in the social relation system (Zhu, 2013).
When people engage in their responsibilities which belong to their positions in societies, they tend
to play suitable roles (Berson & Linton, 2005) by conducting similar behaviors in a similar
situation provided (Mead, 1932). Thus, in-role behavior is described as the expected behaviors for
the requirement of job duties (Kats et al, 1964) or the core task behavior (Zhu, 2013). Extra-role
behavior, on the other hand, is defined as behaviors beyond the requirements of their duties related
to the employee’s status, their roles in the organization (Kats, 1964), or arbitrary behavior
(Thompson & Werner, 1997).

Building on Katz’s (1964) extra-role behavior category, Organ and his colleagues defined
OCB as extra-role behavior that contributes to the organizational effectiveness by going beyond
the call of duty (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith et al., 1983). However, some researchers have
noted the difficulty of defining OCB as in-role and/or extra-role behavior. Although OCB had been
generally viewed as extra-role behavior, the job role definitions can be influenced by individual
personality, job tasks, and organizations which keep changing depending on the macro
environment (Graham, 1991). Furthermore, the job boundary between in-role and extra-role
behavior is recognized ambiguously among employees, and the definition of OCB changes
depending on how employees define their job responsibilities (Morrison, 1994). Therefore,

Morrison (1994) asserts that the role definition of OCB, whether it is perceived as in-role or extra-
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role, is determined by how broadly the employees define their job as a requirement. Morrison’s
study (1994) had a large impact on OCB research because it challenged the conceptualization of
OCB which had been generally believed as extra-role behavior, and her study resulted in
generating a stream of research on the role perception of OCB.

Reflecting advances in OCB research, Organ (1997) revised his definition of OCB as no
longer explained by “extra-role”, “beyond the job”, or “unrewarded by the formal system” due to
the inarticulation of the concepts of “role” and “job” themselves. Following Organ’s
reconceptualization, Bacharach and Jex (2000) proposed that OCB role definition should be
explained based on the subjective assessment of the range of behaviors which the organization
requires its employees to engage in. Accordingly, the role definition of OCB is described as “The
extent to which individuals perceive OCB as a part of their job due to a range of personal
perception of his/hers task is flexible and different depending on each individual” (Kamdar et al.,

2006, p.841).

Dimensions of Organizational Citizenship Behavior

Smith, Organ, and Near (1983) first conceptualized OCB with two dimensions, Altruism
and General compliance. Altruism is defined as a discretionary behavior which immediately
benefits specific individuals and indirectly contributes to the organization through the helping
behaviors (e.g. running into an individual who is in trouble and trying to help the person voluntarily)
(Smith et al., 1983). Altruism is also referred as “helping behavior” in recent studies (Organ, 2006).
Generalized compliance, on the other hand, is defined as a behavior which benefits the

organization in general and does not have a direct effect on a specific individual (e.g. providing

11



advance notice when unable to come to work) (Smith et al., 1983). General compliance has been
labeled with several different names, such as organizational obedience (Graham, 1991; Van Dyne
etal., 1994), OCBO (William & Anderson, 1991), behavior of following organizational rules and
procedures (Borman & Motowidlo, 1996), job dedication (Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996), and
conscientiousness (Organ et al., 2006). William and Anderson (1991) conducted their study based
on the model by Smith et al. (1983) and referred Altruism dimension as OCB-Individual (OCBI)
and General compliance dimension as OCB-Organizational (OCBO), and this two-dimensional
model has become the most well received conceptualization by OCB researchers (Rioux & Penner,
2001).

Extending the original two-dimensional model (Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983), researchers
have proposed several alternative models with additional dimensions, such as three dimensions
(William & Anderson, 1991), four dimensions (Moorman & Blakely, 1995), and five dimensions
(Organ, 1988). For example, Organ (1986; 1988) extended his original two-dimensional model
and suggested five dimensions of discretionary behaviors for maximizing organizational efficiency:
(1) Altruism — helping others and using one’s own time relating to the organization’s tasks, (2)
Conscientiousness — high attendance and devotion towards the organization’s rules, (3)
Sportsmanship — avoiding making petty complaints, (4) Courtesy — managing and sharing
appropriate information with the others, and (5) Civic Virtue — engaging in organizational life and
events. Although different structures of OCB with multiple dimensions have been proposed by
researchers, OCB research has been gradually simplified by using a smaller number of dimensions

of OCB in the past two decades (LePine et al., 2002; Moon, Dyne, & Wrobel, 2005) and the

12



original two dimensions, Altruism and generalized compliance, are the most widely employed by
OCB researchers (Moon, 2002; Rioux & Penner, 2001).

In addition, a consideration that dimensions may vary in different cultural contexts has
emerged. For instance, Organ and Paine (2000) examined the similarities and discrepancies in the
perception of OCB in 21 different countries. They employed “individualism/collectivism” and
“power distance” as cultural factors, and used commitment and motivation in order to predict the
perception of OCB. This study revealed that there is no strong difference in the definition of OCB
among the world, yet dimensions of OCB varied by different countries (Paine & Organ, 2000).
Moorman and Blakely (1995) also found the cultural differences between collectivist and
individualist by examining the relationship between cultural characteristics and four OCB
dimensions (interpersonal helping, individual initiative, personal industry, and loyal boosterism).
They found that the collectivistic norms and interpersonal helping have a strong relationship.

Wang (2015) argued that popular OCB models (e.g. two- and five-dimension models) were
developed in Western context and questioned their applicability to other cultural contexts, such as
an Asian context. Modifying the five-dimension model by Organ (1988), he proposed a three-
dimension model set within a Japanese context that consists of voluntary involvement, generalized
compliance, and personal industry in Japanese context (Wang, 2015). Similarly, other researchers
found that collectivistic countries, such as China, Taiwan, Korea, and Japan did not have some
dimensions of western OCB models but sometimes revealed additional dimensions that are not
found in the Western context (Farh et al., 2004; Kwantes et al., 2008; Wang 2015). For example,
Farh et al. (2004) found two more dimensions, interpersonal harmony and intention to protect the

organizational resources, in the Taiwanese context.
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It is apparent that various conceptualizations of OCB have been suggested in past studies.
Nevertheless, there is a general consensus that Altruism and General compliance are the basic
dimensions of OCB (Chin, 2015), and these two dimensions are consistently employed in both
individualistic and collectivistic cultures including USA, Kuwait, Israel, Nepal, and Korea
(Alotabi, 2001; Bolon, 1997; Cohhen &Kerren, 2008; Gautam et al., 2005; Kim, 2006; Wang,
2015). Since Altruism and General compliance dimensions have been consistently supported and
become the most general dimensions in various contexts including collectivistic culture (Riouz &
Penner, 2001); this study uses these two dimensions, Altruism/OCBI and General

compliance/OCBO, in assessing employees’ role perception of OCB.

Antecedents for Organizational Citizenship Behavior

Many researchers have focused on the relationship between OCB and its antecedents. For
example, Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, and Fetter (1990) investigated the relationship
between leadership and citizenship behavior considering trust. Moorman (1991) examined the role
of job satisfaction in the relationship between fairness and citizenship. Extending these studies,
Niehoff and Moorman (1993) examined the effects of informative justice, observation, and formal
meetings on five dimensions of OCB. Graham (1994) also found that positive job attitudes,
cynicism, workplace value, motivating job characteristics, and job level can influence OCB. Organ
and Ryan (1995) suggest that satisfaction has the strongest relationship with OCB, followed by
fairness, organizational commitment, and leadership supportiveness. OCB is also influenced by
dispositional characteristics (i.e., personality traits and demographics) (Chattopadhyay, 1999;

Kuehn & Al-Busidi, 2002), job design / task structure (i.e., low autonomy vs. high autonomy tasks),
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and organizational environment (i.e., organizational culture) (Stamper & Dyne, 2003; Reed &
Kidder, 2005).

While many antecedents are identified in OCB literature, there are a few antecedents often
employed by OCB research. First of all, job satisfaction is the prominent antecedent in OCB
studies (Organ et al., 2006), and it was employed from early OCB studies (e.g., Smith et al, 1983;
Williams & Anderson, 1991). Job satisfaction refers to both positive and negative feelings to a
variety of situations in individual jobs including nature of work, supervision style, coworkers’
relationship, condition of employment, and working security (Bilgin et al., 2015; Judge & Klinger,
2000; Oshagbemi, 2000). The relationship between job satisfaction and OCB is explained by social
exchange theory which posits that a satisfied employee is likely to help others and perform higher
OCB (Chen & Chiu, 2008). The Chinese OCB study showed that job satisfaction has a strong
relationship with harmony oriented characteristics (Chen, 2014; Lam et al., 2001).

Second, organizational commitment has been employed in the OCB research since this
variable assesses an employee’s belief in and acceptance of organizational goals and values, as
well as a willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization (Cirka, 2005). In
particular, affective commitment is defined as an “emotional attachment to, identification with,
and involvement in the organization” (Meyer et al., 1989, p.152), and researchers have found a
strong relationship between affective commitment and OCB (Altruism and General compliance)
in cross cultural study (e.g., Ryan, 1995) and other Asian contexts (e.g. Kwantes, 2003; Ueda,
2011; Van Dyne & Ang, 1998).

Third, organizational justice has been considered as one of the key factors to determine

OCB (Bilgin et al., 2015; Blackly et al., 2005; Enhert, 2004; Kim et al., 2009; Organ & Ryan,
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1995). Organizational justice refers to “the ways in which employees determine if they have been
treated fairly in their jobs and the ways in which those determinations influence other work-related
variables (Moorman, 1991).” Organizational justice consists of three components: distributive,
formal procedure, and interactional justice. Each component is defined as follows: (1) distributive
justice: “the perceived fairness of the amounts of compensation employees receive”, (2) formal
procedure justice: “the perceived fairness of the means used to determine those amounts” (Folger
& Konovsky, 1989, p.115), and (3) interactional justice: “the fairness of the interpersonal treatment
people receive from others when the procedures are implemented” (Bies, 2005; Bilgin et al., 2015,
p.203).

Lastly, researchers suggest that perceived organizational support promotes employees to
pay attention to the organization’s welfare and to help the organization to achieve its goals
(Rhoades et al., 2001). Particularly, organizational support is considered as a significant antecedent
of OCB since employees are likely to obligate themselves to the organization when they feel the
organization encourages their personal contributions and well-being (Eisenberger et al., 1986;
1990; Rhoades and Eisenberger, 2002). In terms of investigating OCB, their perception of
organizational support can have an effect on the OCB, specifically the General compliance
dimension (Bormann & Birjulin, 1999). Kahn (1992) explained that psychological safety assists
to show and employ the self without negative consequences, and his previous study shows that
supportive environments encourage members to experiment and challenge new trials. Similarly,
Chiang and Hsieh (2012) found that there is a significant positive relationship between perceived

organizational support and OCB.
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Based on the previous studies, job satisfaction, affective commitment, organizational
justice, and perceived organizational support are chosen as control variables for this research.
These variables have been shown to influence OCB consistently in various cultural or industrial
contexts (Bilgin, 2015; Smith et al., 1983; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Wang, 2015; Williams &

Anderson, 1991).

Japanese hospitality organizations

Japan is considered to be a collectivistic, high power distance, and high-context oriented
culture (Lam et al., 1999; Paine & Organ, 2000; Wang, 2015). Each of these descriptors should be
understood. Power distance is explained as the degree of which society accepts the unequal power
balance between less powerful and more powerful groups in institutions and organizations, and
this fact is reflected in the values of both cohorts as the institutional norms, rules, and practices
(Hofsted, 1980, Organ & Paine, 2000). Specifically, high power distance is represented as the
relationship between supervisor-subordinates and the older-younger hierarchy (Bochner &
Hesketh, 1994; Hofsted, 1980; Organ & Paine, 2000). High-context culture explains the culture in
which people do not prefer conversing directly since they believe they are sharing the same work
directions, regulations, values, and norms implicitly (Lam et al., 2009). Collectivism accentuates
the engagement to a group or class consciousness (e.g. family, friends, and organizations) (Lam et
al., 2009; Triandis, 1995). Japanese culture emphasizes attending to and fitting in with others and
the importance of harmonious interdependence with them (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). In addition
to these Japanese cultural characteristics, previous organizational behavior literature notes some

unique characteristics of Japanese employees.
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Japanese employees are described as “Kigyosenshi (corporate warriors)” who are
committed members of the organizations (Takase et al., 2009) or “Kaisha Ningen (traditional
employees)” who are willing to assimilate into their organizations naturally by embracing the
company’s values and philosophies; and such engagement increases their motivations to be
productive and continue remaining in their organizations for the long term (Tao, 1997; Wang,
2015). This collectivistic nature is found in Japanese organizational studies (Ouchi, 1980), and
researchers have noted Japanese employees’ strong work values and natural volunteer behaviors
toward their firms (Organ et al., 2006). Therefore, this research focuses on two culture-based
organizational characteristics, harmony and customer orientation, in order to understand Japanese

OCB role perceptions.

Harmony

Harmony, in this study, refers to employees’ perception of maintaining balance with others
in the workplace. Although harmony in Western culture is described as “the perfect integration”
and “non-contradictory solution”, harmony in Eastern (Asian) culture is described as “maintaining
balance”, “a perfect unity of many mixed (elements)” and/or “perfect accordance of the discordant”
(Chin, 2015; Fung, 1948; Li, 2008; Li, 2012; Nan-Zhao & Teasdale, 2004; Tung, 2006). Harmony
is known as the Japanese essential value derived from Confucianism and Shinto (Konishi, 2009)
and it is an important characteristic in the collectivistic cultures (Chin, 2002; Chin, 2015; Farh et
al., 2004; Kwantes et al., 2008; Paine & Organ, 2000). Confucianism principles suggest that “in

order to seek harmonious relationships with others, which are the precondition of social

integration and stability, individuals should respect and follow tradition and social hierarchy
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(rules, status, and authorities), "and these principles have been taught in school, infused in the
media, and remain a fundamental thought in Japanese society (Tu, 1996; Konishi, 2009). Therefore,
interpersonal harmony, relational hierarchy, and traditional conservatism are considered as
representative characteristics in East Asia (Xu, 1998). Researchers suggest that collectivistic
culture increases an individual’s attention to social norm which people value creating group goals
and maintaining interpersonal harmony (Okazaki, 1997; Tafarodi and Smith; 2001).

Wang (2015) suggests that Japanese employees may naturally engage with in-role behavior
because they regard the organization’s expectation of preferring their employees to perform
beyond their duty as usual. Individuals in collectivistic cultures have a greater emphasis on
harmony and interpersonal helping within one’s in-group than those in individualistic cultures
(Kwantes et al., 2008; Moorman & Blakely, 1995). Similarly, past studies showed that
collectivistic characteristics such as harmony orientation in a group are more likely to lead to OCB
(Organ et al., 2006; Yan Wang & Rodgers, 2006). Taken together, this study posits that workplace
harmony can lead to a broader job definition. In other words, if employees perceive harmony in
their workplace, they are likely to view OCB as part of their job (in-role perception of OCB). Thus,
the following hypothesis is stated.

e Hypothesis 1: Harmony is positively related to the in-role perception of OCB in Japanese
hospitality employees.
Customer Orientation

Customer orientation is defined as an employee’s tendency to meet a customer’s needs in

a service interaction, and there are two dimensions, (1) the needs dimension which describes an

employee’s beliefs to satisfy customer’s needs, and (2) the enjoyment dimension which represents
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the extent to which an employee is welcoming and willing to have a service interaction with
customers (Brown et al., 2002). Customer orientation plays an important role for increasing
customer satisfaction and organizational performance (Donavan, 2004; Frank, 2013). Due to more
demanding customers, new regulations, and rapid technology innovation, hospitality firms have
been required to build a stable long-term relationship with their customers in order to maintain
their steady position in the competitive industry (Levitt, 1983; Tajeddini, 2010). Consequently,
how to satisfy customer demand efficiently and effectively has been a focus in the hospitality
industry (Nicholls and Roslow, 1989; Tajeddini, 2010).

The Japanese are known for “a great love for service” and “a strong customer orientation”
(Haghirian, 2010) and which can be explained by the Japanese hospitality philosophy of
“motenashi” which means “the host’s special effort in satisfying the guest’s needs” (Blanchy,
2010). A customer-focused business approach and building a long term relationship with
customers are both considered second nature in Japanese industry, and this dedication to customer
service can be found in the Japanese words of customer “okyaku-sama / kokyaku” which literally
means “honored customer” (Webster, 2002; Weinstein, 1999). Regarding the succession of
Japanese economic recovery after World War |1, Japanese organizations were forced to move
quickly from being product-oriented to customer-oriented to compete against organizations abroad
(Murakoshi, 1994; Turpin, 1995). Japanese organizations seek to provide additional value in their
products, and customer-oriented service has emerged (Murakoshi, 1994). In addition, Japanese
customers tend to have high demands and purchasing power, and these customers’ high
expectations make Japanese companies more competitive in providing service excellence

(Haghirian, 2010; Frank et al, 2013). The competitions and customer demand have enforced
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Japanese companies to cultivate their customer-oriented culture (Murakoshi, 1994; Konishi, 2009).
This unique customer orientation is complemented by a high level of education that prepares
employees with customer orientation and the ability to provide high quality services (Frank et al.,
2013).
Previous studies suggest that customer orientation is positively related to OCB (Morrison,
1996; Donavan et al., 2004). For instance, employees who are likely to perform helping behaviors
towards customers (customer orientation) are also likely to assist their co-workers (OCB) (Bell &
Menguc, 2002; Homburg et al, 2009). Other researchers also found a significant positive
correlation between customer orientation and OCB (Donavan, 2004; Farrell & Oczkowski 2009).
These studies concluded that highly customer-oriented employees are more likely to behave
beyond the minimum required attendance, be punctual, and be loyal to the organizations (Farrell
& Oczkowski, 2012). Based on previous studies, this study proposes that higher customer
orientation among Japanese employees will result in a broader the job definition, in other words,
higher in-role perception of OCB.
e Hypothesis 2: Customer Orientation is positively related to the in-role perception of OCB

in Japanese hospitality employees

Generational Differences

Generational differences have become a popular research topic in many areas including
sociology, psychology, marketing, and management, yet there is a controversial argument in the
generational features between age or life-stage effects and generational effects (Lub et al., 2011).

Some researchers believe that generational differences are considered to be developed within each
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cohort although each generation goes through similar life-stages (Kupperschmidt, 2000). Other
researchers believe that generational differences are specific characteristics based on the people’s
values and expectations within each cohort, and they are not necessarily varied by moving into the
next stage in life (Lub et al., 2011; Strauss & Howe, 1991; Howe & Strauss, 2007). Regardless the
differences in perspectives, researchers agree that there are differences among generations.

This study focuses on three generations, Baby Boomers, Generation X, and Generation Y
(Millennials), since they comprise the current workforce in the hospitality industry. These three
generations have been investigated in order to understand their characteristics, work ethic, and life
styles. First, Baby Boomers, who were born from 1941 to 1960, are the generation which grew up
during a post-war time of economy and limited global resources. This generation is estimated to
be the most competitive of any generation (Lamm & Meeks, 2009). Next, Generation X, which is
made up of those who were born from 1961 to 1980, struggled with the impact of the recession as
well as pressure from the Baby Boomers (Lamm & Meeks, 2009; Liu, Xu, & Weitz, 2011). The
Generation Xers were raised by Baby Boomer parents who worked hard but suffered from
recessions, and this particular cohort wants to maintain a balanced lifestyle between working life
and their private life unlike their parents (Reynolds, 2005). Lastly, Generation Y (Millennials),
which consists of those who were born from 1981 to 2000 were raised together with improvements
in technology and are described as being independent, confident, and self-reliant (Liu et al., 2011).
While members of Generation Y usually change jobs quite often, they can be characterized as team
players, often working collaboratively with one another (Shih and Allen, 2007; Morton, 2002).
Japanese generational categorizations are similar to the three-cohort categorization of Baby

Boomers, Generation X, and Generation Y, and they are called Dankai generation (1946-1959),
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Dankai Juniors (1960- 1974), and Post Dankai Juniors (1975- present) respectively in Japanese
(Consumer Marketing Research Institute, 2005; Mathews & White, 2012; Oda, 2006; Swearingen
& Liberman, 2004). Similar to the Western generational cohorts, each Japanese generation cohort
shows different work values, but there is a slightly wider generational range between Generarion
Y (1981 to 2000) and Post Dankai Juniors (1975- present) due to the Japanese historical
background.

Since most workplaces have different generations working together, researchers have
examined the generational differences in work value. Parry and Urwin (2011) conducted a review
on generational differences in four work values (comfort and security, professional growth,
personal growth, and work environment) in the hospitality workforce and concluded that work
values differ from one generation to another. Lam and Meeks (2009) also suggest that the older
generation tends to show their loyalty more so than Generation Y, while Generation Y tends to
show independence towards their organization and focuses on the individual relationship.
Furthermore, Baby Boomers evaluated OCB-Altruism as more valuable than the other generations
did, while Generation Y evaluated work environment as more valuable (Chen & Choi, 2008).
Recently, Lub et al. (2011) suggest that even though there is no psychological difference found in
generation groups, relational factors including working involvement and learning opportunity has
significantly different effects on the OCB in each generation group, such as Generation X and
Generation Y.

Previous studies indicate that there are significant differences in each generation’s work
values (Chen & Choi, 2008; Lam & Meeks, 2009; Lub et al., 2011; Parry & Urwin, 2011) and

these differences may influence their role perception of OCB. Since Generation Y tends to focus
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on the individual relationship (Lam & Meeks, 2009), they many have higher in-role perception of
the Altruism dimension of OCB than Baby Boomers and Generation X. On the other hand, Baby
Boomers and Generation X have a stronger loyalty toward their organizations than Generation Y,
and they may have a higher in-role perception of the General compliance dimension of OCB than
Generation Y. Taken together, this study proposes the following hypotheses.

e Hypothesis 3a: Generation Y has higher in-role perception of OCB-Altruism dimensions

than the older generations (Generation X and Baby Boomer).
e Hypothesis 3b: The older generations (Baby Boomer and Generation X) have higher in-

role perception of General compliance dimensions than Generation Y.

Generational differences are found in various work related values simultaneously (Chen &
Choi, 2008; Lam & Meeks, 2009; Lub et al., 2011; Parry & Urwin, 2011), thus generation is often
employed as a moderator in organizational behavior research (e.g., Zacher et al., 2011). In other
words, generation may not simply influence the perception of OCB but may interact with customer
orientation and harmony. Hence, this study posits moderating effects of generation on the
relationship between cultural-based characteristics and in-role perception of OCB.
e Hypothesis 4a: Generation moderates the relationship between harmony and role
perception of OCB.
e Hypothesis 4b: Generation moderates the relationship between customer orientation and

role perception of OCB.
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Figure 1 presents the research model of this study. In order to understand the (in) role
perception of OCB among Japanese hospitality employees, two culture-based organizational
characteristics, harmony and customer orientation, are proposed to have a positive influence on
the in-role perception of OCB (Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2). Next, this study investigates the
generational differences among three generations, Baby Boomers, Generation X, and Generation
Y (Hypothesis 3) and the moderating effects of generation on the relationship between culture-
based organizational characteristics and the in-role perception of OCB (Hypothesis 4). In addition,
job satisfaction, organizational justice, organizational commitment, and perceived organizational

support are included as control variables in this study.
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Figure 1
Harmony, Customer Orientation, and Generational Difference on the perception of OCB
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CHAPTER THREE: METHOD

Sampling and Procedures

Employees who are working in the Japanese hospitality industry in places such as, but not
limited to, hotels, restaurants, travel agencies, wedding consultation companies, airlines, and
theme parks were invited to participate in this study. In order to collect samples from various
hospitality industries and generations, this study employed snowball sampling. An online survey
was created and distributed to more than 100 employees who are working in the hospitality
industry, and this was accomplished directly by the researcher via e-mail or Social Networking
Sites during May 2016. Those participants were asked to pass this survey on to other hospitality
employees to collect additional samples. The initial participants were the researcher’s
acquaintances from her former workplace, and additional participants were recruited by initial
participants through their own acquaintances. In addition, participants were screened by two
qualifying questions: (1) “Are you 18 years old or older (Yes/No)” and (2) “Are you currently

working in the hospitality industry? (Yes/No)”.

Survey Instrument

First, a survey instrument to assess the study constructs was developed in English. Next,
two independent Japanese-English bilingual speakers translated and back-translated the survey
instruments in order to ensure appropriate translation of measurement items and instructions in the

Japanese version of the survey. After several modifications which were reviewed by the University
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Institutional Review Board (IRB), an online version of the survey was created using Qualtrics

Survey Software.

Measures
This survey consists of 83 questions in total; the dependent variable for this research is the
role perception of OCB, and the three independent variables are harmony, customer orientation
and generation. In addition to these variables, this study includes four control variables including

job satisfaction, job justice, organizational commitment, and perceived organizational support.

Main Variables

The role perception of OCB is measured by a 16 item scale from Lee and Allen (2002).

These measurements consist of eight items of the General compliance dimension (e.g., “keep up
with developments in the organization™) and eight items of the Altruism dimension (e.g., “help
others who have been absent”). Following the procedures from past studies, the definitions of
“exceed my job” and “my job requirements” are provided for participants: “Behaviors that are part
of your job are those that you may be rewarded for doing or punished not doing.” and “Behaviors

that exceed your job requirements are those that you do not have to do — you would not be rewarded

for doing them nor would you be punished for not doing them” (Clark et al., 2014; Tepper et al.,
2001). Participants are instructed to rate each behavior using a 7-point response scale from 1
(Definitely exceed my job requirements) to 7 (Definitely part of my job).

For harmony, this study uses 16 items adapted from Chin’s (2010) study which investigated

a Chinese organization. Chin’s (2010) harmony scale consists of 32 items to assess how much
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harmony employees perceived in all aspects surrounding their workplace. The original
measurements are composed of all factors relating to harmony, such as self-harmony, harmony of
the leaders, harmony of different departments, and harmony of internal and external of
organization. However, since this study focused on harmony based on the relationship among the
people, 6 items including 3 for harmony with coworkers (e.g., “colleagues maintain good
relationships outside work™) and 3 for harmony within a team (e.g., “my team has a cooperative
spirit”) are adapted. The scale is measured by a 7-point Likert-scale ranging from (1) strongly
disagree to (7) strongly agree.

Customer orientation is measured by Brown et al.’s (2002) customer orientation 12-item

scale including six items for the needs dimension (e.g., “I achieve my own goals by satisfying
customers”) and another six items for the enjoyment dimension (e.g., “I find it easy to smile at
each of my customers”). This is assessed by using 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). This scale was widely employed in past studies, specifically those
in organizational research and employee research (Donavan et al., 2004; Walsh & Beatty, 2007).
Generation is described by the birth year: Baby Boomers (1946-1959), Generation X
(1960-1974), and Generation Y (1975-presense). This classification was employed by Takase et
al. (2009) and each cohort is refered to by Japanese classification, such as “Dankai generation”,

“Dankai Juniors”, and “Post Dankai Juniors” (Takase et al., 2009).

Control Variables

Job Satisfaction: is measured by a three-item global satisfaction scale (e.g., “In general, I

like my job”’) which was used in the Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (Spector,
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1997). In terms of the previous studies, some researchers mentioned that there is no empirically
supported study showing the strong relationship between satisfaction and OCB (Organ, 2005;
Turnipseed, 2006). Meanwhile, job satisfaction was often employed as a vital assessment relating
to an employee’s well-being and morale (Chin, 2015), thus this study employed satisfaction as a
control variable. These three items are assessed by a 7-point Likert scale ranging from (1) strongly
disagree to (7) strongly agree.

Organizational Justice: is measured by three dimensions, distributive, procedural, and

interactional justice developed based on Moorman (1991). Distributive justice is measured by five
items (e.g., “My work schedule is fair”) that assesses the fairness of different work outcomes.
Procedural justice is measured by six items (e.g., “all job decisions are applied consistently across
all affected employees”) examining the extent to which job decisions included mechanisms which
consist of accurate and unbiased information. Lastly, interactional justice is measured by nine
items (e.g., “when decisions are made about my job, my boss treats me with kindness and
consideration”) estimating the degree of how an employee feels their needs were understood in
their organizations (Niehoff & Moorman, 1993). These 20 items are assessed by a 7- point Likert
scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree.

Organizational Support: is measured by eight items (e.g., “my organization strongly

considers my goals and values”) from Saks (2008) on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Organizational support predicts both job and organization
engagement, thus this perception can impact employees’ perception of OCB (Saks, 20008).

Organizational Commitment: is measured by five items (e.g., “I would be happy to work

at my organization until I retire”) from Saks (2008) on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1
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(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Finally, socio-demographics information (e.g., gender,
education) and other job related information (e.g., years of working, role, etc.) will be asked. All

measures used in the study are summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1 Measurement items

ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR (LEE AND ALLEN, 2002)
Help others who have been absent.

Willingly give your time to help others who have work-related problems.

Adjust your work schedule to accommodate other employees’ requests for time off.
Go out of the way to make newer employees feel welcome in the work group.
Show genuine concern and courtesy toward coworkers, even under the most trying business
or personal situations.

Give up time to help others who have work or non-work problems.

Assist others with their duties.

Share personal property with others to help their work.

Attend functions that are not required but that help the organizational image.

Keep up with developments in the organization.

Defend the organization when other employees criticize it.

Show pride when representing the organization in public.

Offer ideas to improve the functioning of the organization.

HARMONY (FROM CHEN, 2015)

Colleagues maintain good relationships outside work
Colleagues maintain a friendly working atmosphere
Colleagues exercise a fair competition

My team has a cooperative spirit.

My team views our team’s common interest as the top priority.
My team does not play politics.

CUSTOMER ORIENTATION (FROM BROWN ET AL., 2002)
I find it easy to smile at each of my customers.

I enjoy remembering my customer’s name.

It comes naturally to have empathy for my customers.

I enjoy responding quickly to my customers’ requests.

I get satisfaction from making my customers happy.

I really enjoy serving my customers.

I try to help customers achieve their goals.

I achieve my own goals by satisfying customers.

I get customers to talk about their service needs with me.
I take a problem-solving approach with my customers.

I keep the best interests of the customer in mind.

I am able to answer a customer’s questions correctly.

JOB SATISFACTION (FROM SPECTOR, 1997)
In general, I like my job.

Generally speaking, I like working here.

In general, I do not like my job. (r)
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ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE (FROM MOORMAN, 1991)

My work schedule is fair.

I think that my level of pay is fair.

I consider my work load to be quite fair.

Overall, the rewards I receive here are quite fair.

I feel that my job responsibilities are fair.

Job decisions are made by the boss in an unbiased manner.

My boss makes sure that all employee concerns are heard before job decisions are made.
To make job decisions, my boss collects accurate and complete information.

My boss clarifies decisions and provides additional information when requested by
employees.

All job decisions are applied consistently across all affected employees.

Employees are allowed to challenge or appeal job decisions made by the boss.

When decisions are made about my job, the boss treats me with kindness and consideration.
When decisions are made about my job, the boss treats me with respect and dignity.
When decisions are made about my job, the boss is sensitive to my personal needs.

When decisions are made about my job, the boss deals with me in a truthful manner.
When decisions are made about my job, the boss shows concern for my rights as an
employee.

Concerning decisions made about my job, the boss discusses the implications of the decisions
with me.

The boss offers adequate justification for decisions made about my job.

When making decisions about my job, the boss offers explanations that make sense to me.
My boss explains very clearly any decision made about my job.

ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT (FROM SAKS, 2008)

My organization really cares about my well-being.

My organization strongly considers my goals and values.

My organization shows little concern for me.

My organization cares about my opinions.

My organization is willing to help me if I need a special favor.

Help is available from my organization when I have a problem.

My organization would forgive an honest mistake on my part.

If given the opportunity, my organization would take advantage of me.

ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT (FROM SAKS, 2008)

I would be happy to work at my organization until I retire.

Working at my organization has a great deal of personal meaning to me.

I really feel that problems faced by my organization are also my problems.

I feel personally attached to my work organization. I am proud to tell others I work at my
organization.

I feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS

Pilot Study

A pilot study was conducted to test the survey instrument by examining the constructs used
in this study in terms of their face validity and correlations. In addition, participants were asked to
comment on the clarity of survey instructions and questions. A total of 37 Japanese employees
who had worked or currently are working in the hospitality industry participated in the pilot study.
Based on the screening questions, 6 participants were dropped from taking this survey, resulting
in total of 31 qualified respondents.

Of the 31 participants, 87% are female and 10% are male. The majority of the sample
population is Generation Y (97 %) approximately 20 to 30 years old, and the average age is 27
years old. Most of the participants live in Tokyo (68%). Working experience in the hospitality
industry is widely spread, and most of participants are working for 6 to 10 years (44%). In terms
of industry, 40% of participants are from the hotel industry followed by restaurants (23%). Most
participants work in guest service relations (90%) rather than in managerial positions. Almost half
of the participants are working as full time employees (52 %), whereas others are working as part-
time employees (48%). As for the participants’ marital status, 70% are a single. The education
level varies from high school (20%) to 4 years of college (37%). Table 2 provides detailed

information of this pilot study’s sample demographics.
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Table 2 Sample Demographics (N=31)

CATEGORIES FREQUENCIES PERCENTAGE (%)
GENDER
MALE 3 10
FEMALE 26 87
NO ANSWER 1 3
AGE
18-25 9 30
26-30 16 52
31-35 5 16
36-40 1 3
WORKING EXPERIENCE
1 YEAR OR LESS 5 16
2-5YEAR 9 28
6-10 YEAR 14 44
11 YEARS OR 2 6
MORE
PLACE TO WORK
TOKYO 21 68
KANAGAWA 1 3
MIYAGI 1 3
SAITAMA 1 3
GIFU 1 3
AICHI 1 3
NAGANO 1 3
OTHER 3 10
TYPE OF INDUSTRY
HOTEL 12 40
RESTAURANT 7 23
AIRLINE 1 3
WEDDING 1 3
THEME PARK 1 3
TRAVEL 2 7
AGENCY 3 10
MICE INDUSTRY 3 10
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Pilot Study Results

Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations of all constructs of the pilot
study. The Cronbach’s alpha of constructs ranged from .709 to 0.954, indicating that the multiple
items consistently measured the purported constructs at an acceptable level. There were positive
correlations between main variables (customer orientation and harmony) and two dimensions of
OCB (OCB-Altruism and OCB-General compliance). First, the OCB-Altruism dimension showed
strong correlations with both customer orientation (r=.57, p=.001) and harmony (r=.56, p=.001).
Next, the OCB-General compliance dimension also showed significant correlations with customer
orientation (r=.48, p=.007) and harmony (r=.47, p=.008). These results suggest that Japanese
cultural-based characteristics, customer orientation and harmony, are highly correlated with two
OCB dimensions, and these linear relationships are appropriate for conducting the regression

analysis in the main study.
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Table 3 Descriptive statistics, reliability coefficients, and correlations (N=31)

VARIABLES ME STD g OCB OCB CO H JS 0oJ OS
(NUMBEROF AN V A -GC
ITEMS)
OCB-Altruism 55 .87 .78
(8 items)
OCB-General 55 .98 84 .38
Compliance
( 8 items)
Customer 603 .79 .92 57" 48"
Orientation
(12 items)
Harmony 552 190 .86 .56 .47 857
(6 items)
Job 6.08 1.03 .83 45 60" .76 .69
Satisfaction
(3 items)
Organizational 4.61 1.03 95 39" .36 .67 .73 517
Justice
(20 items)
Organizational 4.71 101 .71 .23 29 .60 577 41" .89
Support
( 8 items)
Organizational 4.42 138 .87 377 41" 577 66 55 .707 .71°

Commitment
(6 items)

Note: * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
STDV=Standard Deviation, OCB-A=0rganizational Citizenship Behavior-Altruism, OCB-
GC=0rganizational Citizenship Behavior-General Compliance, CO=Customer Orientation,
H=Harmony, JS= Job Satisfaction, OJ=0Organizational Justice, OS=0Organizational Support
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Main Study
Sample Description

Based on two qualifying questions (1) Are you 18 years old or older? (2) Are you currently
working in the hospitality industry?, participants were screened and a total of 360 Japanese adults
currently working in the hospitality industry participated in the online survey. Due to missing
information, 57 respondents are excluded and a total of 303 respondents are used for analysis.

Of the 303 participants, 56.4% are female and the average age is 32 years old. The
majority of the sample population is Generation Y (80 %), from 20 to 41 years old, and the older
generation (Baby Boomers and Generation X) make up 20%. Most participants live in Tokyo
(54.9%) followed by Kanagawa (9.2%) and Chiba (6.8%). Working experience in the hospitality
industry is widely spread from less than 1 year to 21 years or more. The average working
experience is 10 years, but about 40.9 % of participants have worked for 2-5 years. For the type of
industry, 58.9 % of participants are from the hotel industry, followed by restaurants (11.9%) and
airlines (7.3%). Most participants were frontline employees (71.4%) rather than in managerial
positions. Almost half of the participants are working full time (75.6 %), whereas others are
working part-time (14.9%) and annual contract employees (5.9%). As for the participants’ marital
status, 61.9 % are a single and 31.8% are married. The education level varies from high school
(7.6%) to vocational school (28.4%) to 2 years college (5.6%), but most participants attended up
to 4 years of college (55.1%). Income level also varies from “less than $20,000 (¥2,000,000)”
(22%) to “$50,000—-60,000 (¥5,000,000-6,000,000)” (12%). Table 4 provides detailed information
of the main study’s sample demographics.

Table 4 Main Study Sample Demographics (n=303)
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CATEGORIES FREQUENCIES PERCENTAGE (%)

GENDER
MALE 132 43.6
FEMALE 171 56.4

AGE
18-25 96 32
26-30 72 24
31-35 45 15
36-40 27 9
41-50 43 14.3
51 OLDER 53 5.7

WORKING EXPERIENCE
1 YEAR OR LESS 28 9.2
2-5 YEARS 93 30.8
6-10 YEARS 80 26.4
11-15 YEARS 37 12.2
16-20 YEARS 24 8
21 YEARS OR MORE 26 13.2

CURRENT COMPANY’S

EXPERIENCE 81 16.3
1 YEAR OR LESS 122 40.9
2-5 YEARS 58 19.3
6-10 YEARS 18 5.9
11-15 YEARS 10 3.3
16-20 YEARS 12 3.3
21 YEARS OR MORE

PLACE TO WORK (TOP 6)
TOKYO 162 54.9
KANAGAWA 27 9.2
CHIBA 20 6.8
HOKKAIDO 13 4.4
SAITAMA 13 4.4
OSAKA 10 3.4
OTHER 50 16.9

TYPE OF INDUSTRY
HOTEL 178 58.9
RESTAURANT 36 11.9
AIRLINE 22 7.3
WEDDING 11 3.6
THEME PARK 6 2
TRAVEL AGENCY 18 6
MICE 3 1
CATEGORIES FREQUENCIES PERCENTAGE (%)

OCCUPATION TYPE |
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FRONTLINE
EMPLOYEE
MANAGEMENT
EMPLOYEE
OTHERS

MARITAL STATUS
ENGAGED
SINGLE
MARRIED
DIVORCED

EDUCATION LEVEL
HIGH SCHOOL
DEGREE
VOCATIONAL
SCHOOL
2 YEARS UNIVERSITY
DEGREE
4 YEARS UNIVERSITY
DEGREE
M.S./ PH.D. DEGREE

AVERAGE INDIVIDUAL

ANNUAL INCOME

LESS THAN $20,000
(LESS THAN ¥2,000,000)
$20,000 - $24,999
(¥2,000,000 - ¥2,499,000)
$25,000 - $29,999
(¥2,500,000 - ¥2,999,000)
$30,000 - $39,900
(¥3,000,000 - ¥3,990,000)
$40,000 - $49,900
(¥4,000,000 - ¥4,990,000)
$50,000 - $69,900
(¥5,000,000 - ¥6,990,000)
$70, 000 - $89,900
(¥7,000,000 - ¥8,990,000)
$90,000 MORE
(¥9,000,000 MORE)

215
65
21

187
96
14
23
86

17

167

66

45

30

55

47

36

12

71.4

21.6

1.7
61.9
31.8

4.6

7.6
28.4

5.6

55.1

22

15

10
18.3
15.7

12

39



Preliminary Analysis

First, the OCB scale was subject to Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) to examine if the
scale can extract the theoretical two dimensions. The initial EFA results showed a three-factor
solution with two-cross loaded items (OCB-GC1 and OCB-GC2). After eliminating the two cross-
loaded items, the EFA suggested a two-factor solution with 53.34% total variance explained (See
Table 5). The KMO measure of sampling adequacy (.885) and Bartlett’s test of sphericity (p=.000)

indicate that the factor analysis was appropriate. The first dimension consists of 8 items of OCB-

Altruism and the second dimension consists of 6 items of OCB-General Compliance.

Table 5 EFA Results (OCB Altruism and General Compliance dimensions)

ITEMS ALT GC
Willingly give your time to help others who have work-related problems. 795
Assist others with their duties. 751
Go out of the way to make newer employees feel welcome in the work group. .716
Show genuine concern and courtesy toward coworkers, even under the most .690
trying business or personal situations.
Give up time to help others who have work or non-work problems. .689
Help others who have been absent .663
Share personal property with others to help their work. .662
Adjust your work schedule to accommodate other employees’ requests for .563
time off.
Express loyalty toward the organization. .800
Demonstrate concern about the image of the organization. 784
Take action to protect the organization from potential problems. 767
Show pride when representing the organization in public. 671
Defend the organization when other employees criticize it. 590
Offer ideas to improve the functioning of the organization. 531

Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.
ALT= OCB-Altruism, GC=0CB-General compliance
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Next, reliability and correlations of constructs are examined. The Cronbach’s alpha of
OCB-Altruism and OCB-General Compliance show an adequate level of internal consistency,
0=.86 and a=.82, respectively. In addition, customer orientation (0=.91) and harmony (0=.83) also
show high internal consistency. Finally, the Cronbach’s alpha of the four control variables (job
satisfaction, organizational justice, organizational support, and organizational commitment)
ranged from 0.83 to 0.96. Overall, these results indicate that all constructs are reliable at an
acceptable level.

There were positive correlations between the main variables (customer orientation and
harmony) and the two dimensions of OCB (OCB-Altruism and OCB-General compliance). This
shows there is a strong positive relationship between Japanese culture-based characteristics and
in-role perception of OCB. Except for the relationship between organizational support and the
OCB-Altruism dimension, all variables are highly correlated. First, the OCB-Altruism dimension
showed strong correlations with both customer orientation (r=.342, p=.001) and harmony (r=.223,
p=.001). Next, the OCB-General compliance dimension also showed a significant correlation with
customer orientation (r=.418, p=.001) and harmony (r=.436, p=.001). In addition, customer
orientation has the highest mean score (M=5.80), followed by job satisfaction (M=5.58) and OCB-
Altruism (M=5.43). Table 6 provides detailed descriptive statistics, correlations, and reliability

coefficients of the constructs used in the study.

Table 6 Descriptive Statistics, Reliability, and Correlations

VARIABLES ME STD ¢ OCB- OCB CO H JS 0J OS
AN \ ALT -GC

543 112 86

OCB-Altruism
(8items)
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VARIABLES ME STD ¢ OCB OCB CO H JS 0J OS
AN \ -ALT -GC

OCB-General

Compliance 516 112 .82 .529
( 6 items)

Customer

Orientation 5,80 .77 .91 342" 418"
(12 items)
Harmony

(6 items)

Job Satisfaction
(3 items)
Organizational
Justice 450 122 .96 .159™ .3637 .219™ 588" .3557
(20 items)

Organizational

Support 437 1.08 .87- .104 .3717 230" .481
( 8 items)

Organizational

Commitment 444 133 .88 .2107 466" .362" 412" 577" 5397 5537
(6 items)

*%

*%

523 1.04 .82 223" 436" .304

Kk *%k

558 1.22 .83 .1907 .3477 413" 271

** **

354 720"

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
STDV=Standard Deviation, OCB-ALT=0rganizational Citizenship Behavior-Altruism,
OCB-GC=0rganizational Citizenship Behavior-General Compliance, CO=Customer
Orientation, H=Harmony, JS= Job Satisfaction, OJ=Organizational Justice,
0S=0rganizational Support

Hypotheses testing

Hierarchical Regression was employed to examine Japanese hospitality employees’ role
perceptions of OCB (OCB-Altruism and OCB-General compliance) based on customer orientation,
harmony, and generation, after controlling for the four control variables (job satisfaction,
organizational justice, organizational support, and organizational commitment). For regression
analyses, generation, a categorical variable, was recoded as a dummy variable (1=Baby

Boomers/Generation X and 0= Generation Y).
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OCB-Altruism

First, regression assumptions were checked, and it was concluded that there was no
violation of the assumptions of normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, independence, and
multicollinearity. For normality assumption, the histogram of residuals was examined and it
showed an adequate shape of bell curve. For linearity assumption, correlations were examined,
and the OCB-Altruism dimension showed significant positive correlations with the main variables
and control variables except for organizational support. Next, linear relationship and
homoscedasticity were examined and equally scattered errors were found in the residual plot.
Durbin-Watson shows 2.162, thus independence assumption was satisfied. Lastly, all VIFs except
moderating effects were less than 10 which indicates there was no multicollinearity problem. To
correct the high multicollinearity problems for the interaction terms, harmony and customer
orientation were standardized by centering the variables.

Moving forward to the regression analysis, the four control variables (job satisfaction,
organizational justice, organizational support, and organizational commitment) were entered at
Step 1 (R?=5.7%, F=4.39, p=.002). Next, the three main variables (customer orientation, harmony,
and generation) were entered at Step 2. Although the model fit improved significantly (AR?>=8.3%,
F=9.3, p=.000), the overall fit of the regression model was low (R?=13.9%, F=9.3, p=.00).
Customer orientation has significant positive influence on OCB-Altruism (B=.284, t=4.59, p=.000)
and harmony also positively influences OCB-Altruism (f=.116, t=1.68, p=.097) at 0=.10 level. On
the contrary, generation does not have any significant effect on the role perception of OCB —

Altruism (B= -.006, t=-.108, p=.914).

43



Lastly, the moderation effect of generation on OCB-Altruism was examined by entering
two interaction terms (generation*customer orientation and generation*harmony) at Step 3. The
model fit improved marginally (AR?=1.6%, F=2.72, p=.067) at a=.05 level. The interaction of
generation and harmony was found to be significant (= .658, t=2.097, p=.037) but the interaction
of generation and customer orientation was not significant (= .044, t=.087, p=.931). These results
suggest a possible moderation effect of generation on the relationship between harmony and OCB-
Altruism. To gain further insight, a separate regression analysis was performed to examine the
relationship between harmony and OCB-Altruism at each level of generation, older generations
and Generation Y. Unexpectedly, however, the separate regression results showed an insignificant
relationship between harmony and OCB-Altruism in both generation groups. Table 7 and Table 8
provides detailed information of the model fit changes and the overall model significances of the
hierarchical regression analysis, and Table 9 shows the coefficients of hierarchical regression

analysis results for OCB —Altruism.

Table 7 Model Summary - OCB-Altruism (N=303)

F SIG. F DURBIN-
2 2 CHANGE
MIGIDEL s CEANG CHANGE CHANGE  WATSON
1 057 057 4.391 .002
2 139 .083 9.291 .000 2.162
3 155 016 2.724 067
Table 8 ANOVA model for OCB-Altruism
MODEL SUM OF DF MEAN F SIG.
SQUARES SQUARE
1 Regression 21.147 4 5.287  4.391 .002°
Residual 352.792 293 1.204
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Total 373.939 297
MODEL SUM OF DF MEAN F SIG.
SQUARES SQUARE
2 Regression 52.082 7 7.440 6.704 .000°
Residual 321.857 290 1.110
Total 373.939 297
3 Regression 58.058 9 6.451 5.881 .000¢
Residual 315.881 288 1.097
Total 373.939 297
Note: DF=Degree of Freedom, SIG=Significance.
Table 9 Coefficients for OCB-Altruism
MODEL B BETA T SIG. VIF
1 (Constant) 4.352 12.718 .000
JOB SATISFACTION .093 102 1467 144 1.497
ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE .094 103 1.214 226 2214
ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT -.096 -.092 -1.087 .278 2.245
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT  .123 146 1831 .068 1.986
2 (Constant) 5.397 13.580 .000
JOB SATISFACTION .014 015 217 .828 1.618
ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE .045 049  .560 576  2.590
ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT -.113 -109 -1.328 .185 2.267
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT .072 .085 1.086 .278 2.087
HARMONY 125 116 1.667 .097 1.618
CUSTOMER ORIENTATION 411 284 4588 .000 1.288
GENERATION -.017 -.006 -.108 914  1.078
3 (Constant) 5.357 13.461 .000
JOB SATISFACTION .025 028  .397 691 1.651
ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE .040 .043 489 625 2.663
ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT -.097 -093 -1.120 .264 2.359
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT .054 064  .813 417 2119
HARMONY .058 054 725 469  1.883
CUSTOMER ORIENTATION .396 273 4038 .000 1.562
GENERATION -.051 -018 -321 748 1.093
GENERATION*HARMONY 333 143 2.097 .037 1.575
GENERATION*CUSTOMER .020 006  .087 931 1.560

ORIENTATION
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Note: Generation: 1= Boomers / Generation X and 0= Generation Y
T=T-value, SIG=Significance

OCB-General Compliance

First, regression assumptions were checked, and there was no violation of the assumptions
of normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, independence, and multicollinearity. For normality
assumption, the histogram of residuals is examined and it showed an adequate shape of bell curve.
For linearity assumption, correlations were examined, and the OCB-Altruism dimension showed
significant positive correlations with the main variables and control variables except for
organizational support. Next, linear relationship and homoscedasticity were examined and equally
scattered errors were found in the residual plot. Durbin-Watson shows 2.031, thus independence
assumption is satisfied. Lastly, all of VIFs except moderating effects are less than 10 which
indicate there is no multicollinearity problem. To correct the high multicollinearity problems for
the interaction terms, harmony and customer orientation were standardized by centering the
variables.

Moving forward to the regression analysis, the four control variables (job satisfaction,
organizational justice, organizational support, and organizational commitment) were entered at
Step 1 (R?=24.6%, F=23.78, p=.000). Next, the three main variables (customer orientation,
harmony, and generation) were entered at Step 2. The model fit improved significantly
(AR*=10.2%, F=15.02, p=.000), the regression model explains 33.2% of the OCB-General
compliance variance (R?=33.2%, F=15.02, p=.000). Customer orientation significantly influences
OCB-General compliance (= .23, t=4.25, p=.000) and harmony also significantly influences

OCB-General compliance (p=.231, t=3.82, p=.000). In addition, generation has a marginally
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significant impact on the role perception of OCB—General compliance (B=.095, t=1.93, p=.054)
at a=.05 level. This result indicates that the coded group “I1=Older generations” has a higher
average than the reference group “0=Gen Y” with B=.265. Thus, the older generations have higher
average of the in-role perception of the OCB —General compliance dimension than Generation Y.
Additionally, out of four control variables, only organizational commitment has a significant
influence on the role perception of OCB (B=.214, t=3.12, p=.002).

Lastly, the moderation effect of generation on OCB-General compliance was examined
by entering two interaction terms (generation*customer orientation and generation*harmony) at
Step 3. After adding the two interaction terms, however, the model fit did not improve significantly
(AR?=1.1%, F=2.42, p=.09). Table 10 and Table 11 provides detailed information of the model fit
changes and the overall model significances of the hierarchical regression analysis, and Table 12

shows the coefficients of hierarchical regression analysis results for OCB—General compliance.

Table 10 Coefficients for OCB-General compliance dimension

2 > F SIG. F DURBIN-
MODEL R R CHANGE CHANGE CHANGE WATSON
1 246 246 23.779 .000
2 347 102 15.016 .000 2.031
3 358 011 2.426 .090

Table 11 ANOVA model for OCB-General Compliance dimension

MODEL SUM OF DF MEAN F SIG.
SQUARES SQUARE
1 Regression  91.006 4 22.752 23.779  .000°
Residual 279.385 292 957
Total 370.392 296
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MODEL SUM OF DF MEAN F SIG.
SQUARES SQUARE
2 Regression  128.683 7 18.383 21.980 .000°
Residual 241.709 289 .836
Total 370.392 296
3 Regression  132.701 9 14.745 17.803  .000¢
Residual 237.691 287 .828
Total 370.392 296
Note: DF=Degree of Freedom, SIG=Significance.
Table 12 Coefficients for OCB-General Compliance dimension
MODEL B BETA T SIG. VIF
1 (Constant) 2.684 8.794  .000
JOB SATISFACTION .100 110 1.761  .079 1.497
ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE 071 078 1.028 .305 2.220
ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT .108 104 1364 174 2.246
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT  .254 303  4.234 .000 1.982
2  (Constant) 3.947 11.431 .000
JOB SATISFACTION .028 031 511 610 1.617
ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE -009 -010 -131 .896 2.597
ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT .070 .067 .939 .348 2.269
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT  .180 214 3120 .002 2.085
HARMONY 248 231 3.821 .000 1.618
CUSTOMER ORIENTATION 331 230 4.253 .000 1.290
GENERATION .265 095 1933 .054 1.079
3 (Constant) 3.982 11.501 .000
JOB SATISFACTION .026 028 .462 644 1.650
ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE .005 .005 .066 947 2.672
ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT .060 057 .791 430 2.363
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT  .172 205 2982 .003 2.117
HARMONY 195 182  2.802 .005 1.883
CUSTOMER ORIENTATION 374 259  4.380 .000 1.565
GENERATION 229 082 1.666 .097 1.095
GENERATION*HARMONY 293 126 2120 .035 1.576
GENERATION*CUSTOMER -287  -083 -1406 .161 1.561

ORIENTATION

48



Note: Generation: 1= Boomers / Generation X and 0= Generation Y
T=T-value, SIG=Significance

Summary of Results

Harmony has a significant positive relationship with both OCB-Altruism and OCB-
General compliance. Thus, Hypothesis 1 is supported. Similarly, customer orientation has a
significant positive relationship with both OCB dimensions, thus Hypothesis 2 is supported. For
generational differences, there is no significant difference in OCB-Altruism, thus Hypothesis 3a
is not supported. However, there is a marginally significant generational difference in OCB-
General compliance, providing support for Hypothesis 3b. Finally, the results for moderating
effects of generation fail to provide sufficient and consistent evidence for Hypothesis 4a and

Hypothesis 4b.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND LIMITATIONS

AND FUTURE RESEARCH

Discussions
From hypotheses testing, H1, H2 are supported, and H3b is partially supported (See Figure
2 for summary). The results indicate that Japanese culture-based organizational characteristics,
harmony and customer orientation, provide empirical evidence to increase employees’ positive
performance for the organization via perceiving OCB as in-role rather than extra-role. In addition,
generational difference shows that older generations have higher in-role perceptions of OCB-

General compliance than Generation Y. These results offer the following detailed discussions.
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Figure 2 Summary Results of Hypotheses Testing

First, the results of H1 indicate that harmony has a significant positive relationship with in-

role perceptions of both OCB-Altruism and OCB-General compliance, and the relationship is more
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significant with OCB-General compliance than with OCB-Altruism. These findings suggest that
Japanese employees who perceive the workplace environment as harmonious view OCB as part
of their job, thus they are more are likely to engage the OCB. This result is consistent with previous
studies that emphasize the collectivistic cultural tendency of focusing on the in-group relationship
(Okazakim 1997; Xum 1998; Tafaridu & Smith, 2001; Wang, 2015), and Japanese employees may
not regard most of their jobs as extra-role behavior (Wang, 2014).

Second, the results of H2 indicate that Japanese employees who have higher customer
orientation are more likely to perceive OCB as part of their job requirements. This finding is
consistent with previous studies which found a significant positive correlation between customer
orientation and OCB (Donavan, 2004; Farrell & Oczkowski 2009). In spite of the strong positive
relationship between customer orientation and OCB, some researchers argue that customer
orientation may have a negative relationship with collectivistic culture. For example, Huff and
Kelly (2005) found the lowest customer orientation among Asian and Western countries to be in
Japanese organizations, and this is because collectivistic culture values in-group relationships
(organization) more than out-group (customers). However, the result of customer orientation in
this study shows the highest mean score within the all variables and a significant enough
relationship with in-role perception of OCB in the Japanese hospitality industry. Additionally, the
strong correlations between customer orientation and harmony in this study provide that customer
orientation and collectivistic culture can co-exist in Japanese organizations despite the statement
from the previous studies (e.g. Fukuyama, 1995; Huff & Kelly, 2005). This strong positive
relationship between customer orientation and harmony (collectivistic culture) can be considered

a unique characteristic in the Japanese hospitality industry. Past studies which were conducted
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with Japanese bankers showed a negative relationship between customer orientation and
collectivistic culture due to their high loyalty towards their organization (Huff & Kelly, 2005), and
most previous studies which examined customer orientation mainly focused on the retail or
manufacturing industries (Frank et al., 2013; Konishi, 2009; Murakoshi, 1994). There was no study
which reveals a positive relationship between high levels of customer orientation in collectivistic
culture in Japan; thus, this positive relationship in the Japanese hospitality industry warrants
further investigation.

Third, generational difference between Generation Y and older generations (Generation X
and Baby Boomers combined) is found in OCB—General compliance. Specifically, results suggest
that older generations have a higher in-role perception of OCB—General compliance than
Generation Y. Previous studies suggest that the older generation focuses on the organization while
the younger generation focuses on the individual relationship (Lam & Meeks, 2009; Lub et al.,
2009; Parry & Urwin, 2011). Similarly, the results from this study suggest that Japanese older
generations have a wider job definition, especially tasks or behaviors which benefit their
organizations directly, than does Generation Y. On the other hand, no significance was found in
the generational difference with in-role perception of the OCB-Altruism dimension. This finding
suggests that both young and old generations have similar values regarding the role perception of
OCB-Altruism. Regardless of generations, Japanese employees view the act of helping other
individuals as basic manners in collectivistic Japanese culture.

Last but not least, this research notes that the OCB definition and measurement scale may
have clarity issues in assessing employees in the Japanese hospitality industry. Previous studies

suggest that people from collectivistic cultures, especially Japanese, perceive OCB as in-role more
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than people from individualistic cultures (Hui et al, 2015; Kwantes et al., 2008; Morrison, 1994,
Wang, 2015). This broad job definition tendency among Japanese employees could have
contributed to the obscurity in the role definition of OCB by making it difficult for them to
determine their job boundaries. In fact, during the pilot study, several participants expressed some
confusion in regards to the in-role and extra-role definitions of OCB and “evaluation / rewarded”
towards their job definition. These employees believe that their volunteer behaviors are evaluated
by managers and coworkers officially in Japan although they are defined as extra-role behavior by
organizations. This conflict of volunteer behaviors not being truly based on volunteerism due to
being subject to formal evaluation is expected because of the Japanese high-context oriented
culture. Specifically, Japanese organizations do not explicitly communicate what they expect their
employees to perform OCB; however, in reality, they implicitly expect their employees to perform
in regards to OCB without an official statement. As a results, there is a possibility that Japanese
employees may feel pressured to perform extra-role OCB in the workplace to meet their
organizations’ implicit expectations. Basically, OCB may exist in the Japanese hospitality
organizations as a tacit consent. This broader job definition and high-context oriented culture may
confuse Japanese employees in indicating the level of in-role/extra-role OCB due to the loose job

definition.

Theoretical Implications

This study provides three theoretical implications. First, this study focused on the cultural
characteristics to examine their relationship with the role perception of OCB. Identifying the

factors that increase in-role perception of OCB is important because a high in-role perception of
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OCB leads to actual citizenship behaviors. Although there are plenty of previous studies of OCB
dimensions in different cultural contexts (Farh et al., 2004; Kwantes et al., 2008; Moorman and
Blakely, 1995; Pain & Organ, 2000; Wang 2015), only a few studies have examined cultural
characteristics to increase the in-role perception of OCB. In addition, even though previous studies
examined harmony, customer orientation, and OCB, there is no study that examined all three
variables together. By using the Japanese hospitality industry context, this study emphasizes the
importance of workplace harmony and customer orientation for enhancing the organizational
effectivity and efficiency through OCB. Thus, this research provides researchers with a culture-
based organizational characteristic framework and encourages future studies to identify more
antecedents based on cultural characteristics in OCB research.

Second, this study contributes to hospitality organizational behavior literature by
documenting some unique organizational characteristics in the Japanese hospitality industry. For
Japanese organizations, OCB is a familiar concept that employees are naturally used to, and
Japanese businesses are generally known for highly customer-oriented employees and harmony-
oriented work culture (Haghirian, 2010; Konishi, 2009; Kwantes et al., 2008; Moorman &
Blackely, Murakoshi, 1994; 1995; Wang, 2015) However, little empirical research has been
conducted to examine those characteristics in the Japanese hospitality industry. This research
provides empirical evidence for the high levels of customer orientation, workplace harmony, and
OCB in Japanese hospitality organizations.

Third, this research documents a generational difference in OCB-General compliance
within Japanese hospitality employees. Understanding work values of different generations are

considered essential to improve organizational efficiency in service management literature (Chen
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& Choi, 2008; Lam & Meeks, 2009; Lub et al., 2011; Parry & Urwin, 2011); however, most of
those studies focus on individualistic cultural context, such as that of the United States. In fact,
this study employed the Japanese specific generational categorization and provided a challenge for
future study. For instance, generational categorization in Japan slightly differs from generational
categorizations in the United States or other Western countries in regard to the range of Generation
Y. The Japanese generational categorization scheme has a wide Generation Y which includes a
slightly older age range that usually belongs to Generation X in categorization schemes in the
United States or other Western countries. In regards to this study, 80% of Millennial samples are
also caused by wider range of Post Dankai Juniors, and this generation may be able to be divided
into two generations (e.g. Generation Y and younger generation) in order to assess generational
differences by incorporating an emerging youngest generation in the industry. This research
provides insight for future researchers in the area of generational research by providing evidence
of generational differences in regards to OCB related work values among Japanese hospitality
employees, the challenge of employing the culture-based generational cohorts, and concerns of the

new generational categories.

Managerial Implications

Through this study, four managerial implications are recommended based on the
contribution of culture-based characteristics and generational differences in order to enhance
organizational performance within the hospitality industry. First of all, customer orientation should

be considered as an essential element for an effective hiring system in Japanese organizations.
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Specifically, the Japanese hospitality industry needs to understand the value of customer
orientation not only for customer service aspect, but also for the organizational productivity aspect.

Next, managers working in the Japanese hospitality industry must pay attention to maintain
a harmonious workplace environment in order to effectively cultivate their employees’ OCB.
Managers should encourage their employees to help each other, have meetings, and exchange their
opinions frequently. Even more importantly, workplace harmony should be sustained in both
horizontal relationships (among coworkers) and vertical relationships (supervisors and
subordinates) in the organizations. All relationships should be considered for improving their
workplace harmony, which results in enhancing employees’ performance.

Third, human resources managers need to understand the discrepancies in the work values
between young and older generations in implementing training and development programs.
Although helping behaviors towards others in the workplace are perceived similarly by young and
older generations, the younger generation employees are less likely to view those jobs directly
focused on their organizations’ benefit as a part of their job compared to older generations. In this
regard, human resources managers need to develop strategies to increase in-role perceptions of
organizational benefit OCB for younger generation employees. Providing training programs or
events specifically designed for younger employees can enhance their interests in the organizations.
Guiding the younger employees to understand the organization’s importance by providing several
training programs can be costly for the organization; however, it is necessary encouragement to
increase the younger generation’s OCB.

Last of all, this study’s results suggest managerial understanding in the global organizations

toward culture and generation has an impact on the role-perception of OCB. Globalized
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organizations that have diverse employees need to recognize that their employees’ perception of
OCB may differ depending on their cultural background. In other words, a gap between managers’
and employees’ OCB culture may reduce in-role perception of OCB which results in diminishing
organizational performance. In addition, difference in the work values also may depend on each
cultural and generational categorization. Since it is not practical to consider all of these differences,
international organizations which accommodate employees with various cultural backgrounds

should create appropriate training programs which fit in with the local culture and employees.

Limitations and Future Research

There are several limitations in this study. First, because the survey was distributed through
the snowball sampling, the samples are skewed to Generation Y and hotel employees. In particular,
the small sample size for the older generation is one of the biggest challenges in this research.
Although the total sample size is large, most participants are Generation Y, and only 20 % of the
total sample is older generation. Therefore, the results of generational differences and moderation
effects of generation may have been affected due to the uneven sample sizes of the generational
groups. In addition, most participants in this study are drawn from the hotel industry. This is
another drawback in the research because customer orientation may differ in the industry (e.g.
hotel industry vs. tourism industry) or working field (customer service vs. marketing / managerial
position / finance). Future study is suggested to collect more representative samples by using
probability sampling techniques to examine generational effects better and increase

generalizability of the findings.
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Second, both OCB-Altruism and OCB-General compliance showed relatively low R-
squares, especially in the Altruism dimension. In other words, there might be other variables that
can help explain the role perception of OCB in the Japanese hospitality industry. Interestingly, the
control variables included in this study are frequently employed in the previous studies of OCB
research; nevertheless, most of them were not useful in explaining the role perception of OCB in
this research. Future researchers are suggested to employ variables that describe the supervisor
and subordinates’ relationship, such as the quality of Leader-Member Exchange model (LMX)
based on social exchange theory. Since this study provides the evidence for workplace harmony
as an important element to improve Japanese employees’ in-role perception of OCB, supervisors’
and subordinates’ relationship can be considered as an essential factor to enhance employees’ in-
role perception by maintaining a comfortable environment in the workplace. In fact, previous
studies confirm that there is a significant contribution from the quality of LMX to performing OCB
as in-role (Deluga, 1994). Future study can accommodate this varaible to examine in-role
perception of OCB.

Third, the OCB definition and measurement scale may have clarity issues in assessing
employees in the Japanese hospitality industry. Japanese employees may expect to be rewarded by
performing OCB due to the ambiguity of job definition and high-context oriented culture, and this
expectation allows each employee to have his/her own definition of job requirements.
Consequently, Japanese employees always struggle to know if their volunteer behavior is officially
required or not when they face OCB in a Japanese context. Thus, the perception of OCB in
Japanese context may deviate from the traditional definition of OCB explained as “a behavior

which is not rewarded officially”. Therefore, this study alerts researchers to the fact that there is a
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possibility of OCB’s definition and in/extra-role perception being difficult to correctly capture in
the Japanese context. Future researchers are strongly encouraged to clarify the meaning and role
definitions of OCB and better refine the OCB role definition scale to apply to collectivistic culture

employees, especially those in high-context oriented culture.
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[Screening Question]
Areyou 18 yearsorolder? [  Yes No ]

Are you currently working (or previously worked) in the hospitality industry? [Yes  No]

O T~

The following items are work-related behaviors. Please indicate to what extent you perceive each
behavior as beyond or part of your job. Behaviors that are part of your job are those which you
may be rewarded for doing or punished not doing. Behaviors that exceed your job requirements
are those which you do not have to do, and you would not be rewarded for doing them nor would
you be punished for not doing them.

1=definitely exceeds my job requirements 7=definitely part of my job requirements
Help others who have been absent. 1 2 3 456 7

Willingly give your time to help others who have work-related 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
problems.

Adjust your work schedule to accommodate other employees’ requests 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
for time off.

Go out of the way to make newer employees feel welcome inthework 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
group.

Show genuine concern and courtesy toward coworkers, evenunderthe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
most trying business or personal situations.

Give up time to help others who have work or non-work problems. 1 2 3 456 7
Assist others with their duties. 1234567
Share personal property with others to help their work. 1 2 3 456 7
Attend functions that are not required but that help the organizational 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
:ZZ%eﬂp with developments in the organization. 1 2 3 456 7
Defend the organization when other employees criticize it. 1 2 3 456 7
Show pride when representing the organization in public. 1 2 3 456 7
Offer ideas to improve the functioning of the organization. 1 2 3 456 7
Express loyalty toward the organization. 1 2 3 456 7
Take action to protect the organization from potential problems. 1 2 3 456 7
Demonstrate concern about the image of the organization. 1 2 3 456 7
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Reflect your perceptions regarding the workplace atmosphere. Please indicate your level of

agreement/disagreement on each statement.

Colleagues maintain good relationships outside work
Colleagues maintain a friendly working atmosphere
Colleagues exercise a fair competition

My team has a cooperative spirit.

My team views our team’s common interest as the top priority.

My team does not play politics.

1=strongly disagree 7= strongly agree

1

[ N S = N S N

2

N NN N NN

W W w W w w

The following statements are about yourself at work. Please indicate

agreement/disagreement on each statement.

| find it easy to smile at each of my customers.

I enjoy remembering my customer’s name.

It comes naturally to have empathy for my customers.
I enjoy responding quickly to my customers’ requests.
| get satisfaction from making my customers happy.

| really enjoy serving my customers.

I try to help customers achieve their goals.

| achieve my own goals by satisfying customers.

I get customers to talk about their service needs with me.

| take a problem-solving approach with my customers.
| keep the best interests of the customer in mind.

I am able to answer a customer’s questions correctly.
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The following statements are about your general feelings about your job. Please indicate your level
of agreement on each statement.
1=strongly disagree  7=strongly agree

In general, | like my job. 1 2 3 45 6 7
Generally speaking, I like working here. 1 2 3 45 6 7
In general, | do not like my job. 1 2 3 45 6 7

The following statements are about your general perceptions about your organization. Please
indicate your level of agreement on each statement.
1=strongly disagree  7=strongly agree

My work schedule is fair. 1 2 3 456 7
| think that my level of pay is fair. 1 2 3 456 7
I consider my work load to be quite fair. 1 2 3 4567
Overall, the rewards | receive here are quite fair. 1 2 3 4567
| feel that my job responsibilities are fair. 1 2 3 4567
Job decisions are made by the supervisor in an unbiased manner. 1 2 3 456 7

Supervisor makes sure that all employee concerns are heard beforejob 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
decisions are made.

To make job decisions, my supervisor collects accurate and complete 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
information.

My supervisor clarifies decisions and provides additional information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
when requested by employees.

All job decisions are applied consistently across all affected 1 2 3 456 7
employees.

Employees are allowed to challenge or appeal job decisionsmadeby 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
the supervisor.

When decisions are made about my job, the supervisor treatsmewith 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
kindness and consideration.

When decisions are made about my job, the supervisor treatsmewith 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
respect and dignity.

When decisions are made about my job, the supervisor is sensitiveto 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
my personal needs.

When decisions are made about my job, the supervisor dealswithme 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
in a truthful manner.
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When decisions are made about my job, the supervisor showsconcern 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
for my rights as an employee.

Concerning decisions made about my job, the supervisor discussesthe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
implications of the decisions with me.

The supervisor offers adequate justification for decisions madeabout 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
my job.

When making decisions about my job, the supervisor offers 1 2 3 456 7
explanations that make sense to me.

The supervisor explains very clearly any decision made about myjob. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

The following statements are about your general perceptions about your organizational support.
Please indicate your level of agreement on each statement.

1=strongly disagree 7

My organization really cares about my well-being. 1

st

-

ongly agree
5 6

My organization strongly considers my goals and values.
My organization shows little concern for me.

My organization cares about my opinions.

Help is available from my organization when | have a problem.

My organization would forgive an honest mistake on my part.

NN NN NNN
W W W W W W W W
O N N N O N O N
(S S, IS, HENS, BRSBTS B Sy
o O O O o o o
N N N N NN NN

1
1
1
My organization is willing to help me if | need a special favor. 1
1
1
1

If given the opportunity, my organization would take advantage of
me.

The following statements are about your overall perceptions at work. Please indicate your level of
agreement/disagreement on each statement.
1=strongly disagree  7=strongly agree
| would be happy to work at my organization until | retire. 123 4567

Working at my organization has a great deal of personal meaning to 1 2 3 456 7
me.

I really feel that problems faced by my organization are also my 1 2 3 456 7
problems.

| feel personally attached to my work organization. 1 2 3 456 7
I am proud to tell others | work at my organization. 123 4567
| feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization. 1 23 4567
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Background Information:
Your gender? Male [ ] Female [ ]

Your age: years old

How many years have you been working in the hospitality industry?

[ years]

How many years have you been working in the current company?

[ years]

What is the industry that you are working to fill out this survey?

[ ] Hotel (All of sections in the hotel are considered)
[ ] Restaurant (Individual Restaurant only. Restaurant at the hotel is “Hotel” section)
[ ]Airline

[ ]Wedding
[ ] Theme park

[ ]1MICE

[ ] Other (specify):

Are you?

[ ] Full time employee

[ ] Semi-full time employee

[ ] Part time employee

What is your occupation?

[ ] Guest contact employee

[ ] Managerial position

[ ] Other (specify):

Which department do you work for?

[ ]

Which prefecture do you work at? Please specify the latest prefecture.

[ ]
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Marital status:  Single [ ] Married [ ] Other (specify) [
Please indicate your education level:

[ ] Junior high school degree (compulsory education)
[ ] High school degree

[ 1 Vocational school

[ ] 2years University degree

[ ] 4 years University degree

[ ] Graduate school (Masters’’MD/Ph.D./ED)
Please indicate your household income level:

[ ] Less than ¥2,000,000

[ 1 ¥2,000,000 - ¥2,990,000

[ 1 ¥3,000,000 - ¥3,990,000

[ 1 ¥4,000,000 - ¥4,990,000

[ 1 ¥5,000,000 - ¥5,990,000

[ 1 ¥6,000,000 - ¥7,990,000

[ 1 ¥8,000,000 - ¥9,990,000

[ ] ¥10,000,000 or more
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