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There are two main objectives in this study: fitst, measure the relationship
between organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) counterproductive work
behaviors (CWBSs); and second, to determine the natidg effect of nationality,

gender, position, and tenure on the relationshigvéen OCBs and CWBs. One
thousand and fifty eight participants participated this study. A set of

guestionnaires consisting of, demographic inforaraf the respondents which
includes nationality, gender, position, and orgati@nal tenure, which used as
moderator variables, 16 OCBs questions developeldeleyand Allen (2002), and
45 CWBs questions developed by Fox and Spector2j2@@re translated into
Persian and Malay languages. The questionnaire® w@eministered by the
researchers in Iran and Malaysia. The findingstoélys showed that OCBs and
CWBs are negatively correlated among the total $anfp= -0.207, p<0.01),

Iranian sample (r = -0.314, p<0.01), and Malaysample (r = -0.108, p <0.05). It
was also found that nationality € 0.204 p <0.01) and gendér £ -0.07 p <0.05)

moderated the relationship between OCBs and CWRsveder, position and

tenure did not. Based on these results, it wasladaed that, OCBs and CWBs are
negatively correlated; moreover nationality anddggmmoderated the relationship
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between OCBs and CWBs. The limitations, implicagiamd some suggestions for
further studies are also mentioned.

Keywords. organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs), deygoroductive work
behaviors (CWBS), gender, position, organizaticaealre cross cultural study.

Two important areas have received considerableepinal and practical
interests to organizations by 1/0 practitioners aedearchers which are
Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCBs) and i@erproductive Work
Behaviors (CWBs). OCB was originally defined astemtional employee
behavior that is discretionary and typically natagnized or rewarded but that
nonetheless improves the functioning of the orgetiom (Organ, 1988;
Schnake, 1991). Organizational researchers haveowdised that some
employees contribute to the welfare or effectivenelstheir organization by
going beyond the duties prescribed in their jobsi§Mnsky, 2006). That is,
they give extra discretionary contributions thae areither required nor
expected.

On the other hand, Spector (2006) defined CWBsehs\iors intended to
harm the organization and other people at work,hsas co-workers,
supervisors, and customers. CWBs can consist geagign, hostile and nasty
behavior directed at a co-worker, destruction ofjaoizational property,
purposely doing work incorrectly, theft, and witldiag effort. In addition,
CWBs was defined as intentional employee behaviat ts harmful to the
legitimate interests of an organization (Robinson B&nnett, 1995). In
addition, CWBs has been studied under differenelalfrom a variety of
theoretical perspectives, such as aggression (Bsu@l Martinko, 2001,
Neuman & Baron, 1997; O’Leary-Kelly, Griffin, & Gl 1996), deviance
(Hollinger, 1986; Robinson & Bennett, 1995), reatibin (Skarlicki & Folger,
1997), revenge (Bies, Tripp, & Kramer, 1997), amtial behaviour
(Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997), delinquency (Hogaidé&gan, 1989), and
mobbing/bullying (Knorz & Zapf, 1996). Theommon theme is that, these
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behaviors are harmful to the organization by diyeatfecting its functioning
or property, or by hurting employees in a way thatl reduce their
effectiveness.

From a definitional perspective, therefore, OCBsl &WBs could be
considered opposites in the sense that the forreeeflis the organization,
whereas the latter harms it. Therefore, becauseon$truct definitions one
might expect that employees who typically engag®@®Bs will tend not to
engage in CWBs.

In this respect, Counterproductive work behavioms significant issues
facing organizations. Due to this, some empirieakarch has been focused on
its antecedents and consequences. In addition retiesd reviews have
attempted to integrate the diverse literature onBCawd the effects of OCB
on them (Hershcovis et al., 2007; Hoffman et Q72 Berry et al., 2007; Lee
& Spector, 2006; Spector et al., 2005; Dalal, 20@&¢crus & Schuler, 2004;
LePine et al., 2002; Rioux & Penner, 2001).

Based on all conducted research in Western cosntegpecially in the
United States of America, Canada and Australiaethas been much interest
in the relationship between the two domains aralqu the existence of a
strong negative relationship between the two vég&gljBennett & Stamper,
2001; Sackett & DeVore, 2001), while others (Dunl&p Lee, 2004
Kelloway, Loughlin, Barling, & Nault, 2002; Sacketerry, Wiemann, &
Laczo, (2006) have found weaker relationships.

Searches in all accessible databases specially sychfiNFO and
psychARTICLE on the relationship between OCBs anIBS, found only
three studies related to OCB or CWB, in Asian coast The first was
conducted by Grasmick & Kobayashi (2002) on devimitaviors in Japanese
and American employees; the second was conductébpge & Ong (2007)
who compared the level of OCB in three countriegldylsia, England, and
Germany with many different characteristics in saene organization; and the
third one was conducted by Maria and Lin (2008Cmna which included 2
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studies. Study 1 investigated whether CWB in Clsndescribed by similar or
different behaviors as in the Western literatuned &tudy 2 examined the
importance that Chinese managers placed on tasérpemce, with regard to
OCB and CWB.

However, the association between OCB and CWB hdsyeb been
investigated in developing countries especiallyAsian countries. Hence,
there is a substantial need to examine the OCB<&HSs relationship in Iran
and Malaysia as developing countries in Asia.

Consequently, in the current study at first stepewamine the association
between OCBs and CWBs and second, based on D&a%) suggestion to
researchers to determine whether other variablésnederate the magnitude
of the OCB and CWB relationship or not, we alsorexe the moderating
effect of nationality, gender, position, and orgartional tenure on OCB and
CWB relationship in the two mentioned countries. dacordance with
previous research in western countries mentioneliegawe expected that
OCBs correlate negatively with CWBs, and natiogalgender, position, and
organizational tenure would moderate the relatignbbtween the two.

The current study is the first study in Asian asthmic countries in this
field. Unfortunately, according to a prior study on thisject based on the
available information and papers in all accessiWiebsites especially in
PsychINFO, PsychARTICLE and Science Direct, thesgenno evidence of
the same research, especially in Asian countriegeck to the relationship
between OCBs and CWBs and the moderating effectatbnality, gender,
position, and organizational tenure on this refatop. Therefore, nationality,
gender, position, and organizational tenure wersicered as moderators, and
their relationships to OCBs and CWBs have beenetud

For the purposes of this study, the following hyyesies are proposed and
provided by the researchers and are categorisedviat general groups.
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1- The Relationship between OCBsand CWBs

Organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBa$, an essential variable, has
been shown to be highly and negatively correlatgdd ®@®WBs in many past
studies (Bennett & Robinson, 2002; Bennett & Robims2001; Dalal, 2005;
Dunlop et al., 2004; FoxSpector, Goh, & Bruursema, 2003; Hunt, 1996;
Jermier, Knights, & Nord, 1994; Kelloway et al., @) Miles, Borman,
Spector, & Fox, 2002; Organ, & Paine, 1999; Puffi987; Sackett et al.,
2001; Sackett, Berry, Wiemann, & Laczo, 2006; Skkrlet al., 1997,
Spector, & Fox, 2002).

Dalal's (2005) meta-analysis, showed that the ®lpielationship between
OCB and CWB was modestly negative; Puffer (1987)oreed a high
correlation; Sackett and DeVore (2001) summarisedlirfigs from two
primary studies: (a) value of —0.59 from the milita Project A, and (b) a
value of —0.67 derived from findings by Hunt (199&hd a meta-analysis by
Viswesvaran, Schmidt, & Ones, (1999) reported auealof -0.57.
Furthermore, Sackett, Berry Wiemann & Laczo (20€@)nd a moderate
negative correlation, and Robinson and O'LearyyK@P98) found that their
measure of CWB correlated at —0.24 and -0.46 withdifferent measures of
OCB. In contrast, Miles et al. (2002) reported a@ation of —0.11 (which is
low significant at p< 0.05); Kelloway et al. (200@ported that OCBs and
CWBs shared a significant negative association -0:20, p< 0.01); and
Bennett and Robinson (2000) reported correlatiohs—@35 and -0.28
between OCB and interpersonal and organizationalBEWrespectively.
Consequently, the following hypotheses are sugdeste

Hypothesis 1. There is a significant negative refathip between OCBs
and CWBs.

Hypothesis 1a: There is a significant negativeti@iship between OCBs
and CWBs of Iranian workers.

Hypothesis 1b: There is a significant negative trehship between
OCBs and CWBs of Malaysian workers.
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2- The Moderating effect of nationality, gender, position and tenure on
the relationship between OCBsand CWBs.

As mentioned earlier, based on the researchersttsea all accessible
databases, in relation with the variables of thesent study, only three studies
were found in Asian countries.

Other studies on the relationship between OCBCAN®s were conducted
in Western countries, especially in USA, Canadaj ame in Australia.
Therefore, there exists a substantial need to exathie OCBs and CWBs in
developing countries especially in Asia such as laad Malaysia. In this
world order, understanding the impact of culture warious aspects of
organizations and their practices will become morgical than ever to
increase synergy, productivity and welfare of th@kforce within and across
countries (Aycan & Kanungo, 2001). Despite the eéasing necessity of
understanding the role of nationality and culturewiorkforce attitudes and
productivity, the volume of research in the croghtzal /0 psychology has
not reached the level to guide practice. With rédgty other moderator
variables, all conducted research mentioned omelagionship between OCBs
with gender, position and tenure, or CWBs with gangosition and tenure,
separately. For instance, Kidder (2002), and Kiddet McLean Parks (2001)
indicated that gender has an effect on OCB, witimeto being more likely to
display OCB. Organ% Ryan, (1995) explained gender could be considased
a determinant of OCB. Sun’s (2001) empirical stuioigicated that gender
shows a significant difference in OCB performar@egan et al. (1995) stated
that gender could be considered as a determinarf®@@B and Morrison,
(1994) found that women are more inclined to digptaerpersonal helping
OCBs. Farrell & Finkelstein (2007) indicated thaCBs in general were
expected more of women than of men. Concerning OGB£WBs and
position, Wanxian and Weiwu (2007) demonstratedt ttie higher the
position one holds in the organization, the higier OCB in-role ratings for
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him or her counts. Lam, Hui, & Law (1999). Who fausmall, but significant
differences in supervisor and subordinate ratingsO&B items, with
supervisors considering OCBs to be part of thetslljob to a greater extent
than subordinates. Wanxian et al. (208dggested that the higher the position
one held the higher frequency of OCB he or she tsabas in-role. In relation
to OCBs or CWBs and tenure, Morrison (1994) poirgatithat the length of
service (tenure) is positively related to altrugbehavior, job responsibility,
and sportsmanship dimensions of OCB. Chiu and T2@06) found that
organizational tenure has a positive effect on OCB.

Unfortunately, there are no research yet conduatetthe moderating effect
of gender, position and tenure on the relationdigfween OCB and CWB.
Therefore, based on Bennett and Stamper, 2001in€ahd Griffin, 1998;
and Giacalone and Greenberg, 1997, who statedCt&s and CWBs is a
single continuum, that is OCB and CWB do not reakpresent distinct
performance domains; rather, behaviors in the O@BGWB domains can be
located at different points on a single continusacordingly, based on the
results of reviewed studies, we expect that nalitgnagender, position and
tenure are more likely to moderate the relationdhgpween organizational
citizenship behaviors (OCBs) and counterproductieek behaviors (CWBS).
On the basis of this discussion and consistent thigireasoning, we propose
the following:

Hypothesis 2: nationality, gender, position, andjamizational tenure
moderate the relationship between OCBs and CWBs.

Method
Resear ch Design
The research design of this study is the crossesedtfield survey and a
set of questionnaires was used at a single poitin. The present study is
designed to examine the existing relationship benw®CBs as independent
the variables; CWBs as the dependent variables; raattbnality, gender,
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position and tenure as the moderators on the oekttip between OCBs and
CWBs in Iran and Malaysia. The study is exploratorynature. It is used to
determine and describe the degree of relationslevden criterion and
predictor variables, as well as the effect of matsr variables on the
relationship between the dependent and independggigbles in descriptive
and quantitative terms.

Participants

The participants in this study were 1058 worker® wilere selected based
on stratified purposive sampling from productiameb workers; of whom 306
were Malaysian (out of 1870 workers) and 752 weamian (out of 20286
workers). In terms of gender, 87.5% of the pardoig were men, while
12.5% were women. As for position, 38% of the pgvnts were executives
and 62% were non-executives. In terms of natiopalitl.1% of the
participants were Iranians and 28.9% were Malagsiam terms of
organizational tenure, 36.5% were 5 years and hedow 63.5% were 6 years
and above.

M easures

A set of questionnaires that consists of threei@estwere used. Section 1
seeks demographic information of the respondenishnincludes nationality,
gender, position, and organizational tenure. Thisrmation will be used as
moderator variables. Section 2 consists of 16 guestfor measuring
organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs), whiale the independent
variables. Section 3 consists of 44 questions feasaring counterproductive
work behaviors (CWBs), which are the dependentades. OCBs and CWBs
guestionnaires were translated into Persian andayM#nguages by the
researchers. Then, each one was reviewed and tzatates to English by
two Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) in Iran and Malay After that, two
versions were compared. The result of comparisamwst no differences
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between original version and back translated vaessiof questionnaires.
Finally, the questionnaires administered to participantsan and Malaysia,
separately.

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors Questionnaire

A 16-item self-report scale developed by Lee aneém\(2002) was used to
measure OCB. This measure distinguishes the OCe&ctdnl towards the
organization (OCB-O: eight items) from that directéowards fellow
employees (OCB-I: eight items). Sample items frove ©CB-O scale are as
below:

“Attend functions that are not required, but héhe organizational
image”
“Show pride when representing the organizatiopuhlic”
Whereas, sample items from the OCB-I scale arelas\wb
“Assist others with their duties”
“Go out of the way to make new employees feel wele in the work
group”

Participants were asked to indicate how often teegaged in these
behaviors by using a 7-point Likert scale. Of tiéeittms, eight were used for
measuring OCB-I and the rest for measuring OCB-6xr. $coring of the
OCBs, responses to the appropriate items is sursethas follows: 1 = never,
and 7 = always. The overall OCBs score was obtdired the summation of
OCB-I and OCB-O (OCB-l, OCB-O combined). The minmmuscores of
OCB-I and OCB-O are eight and the maximum is 5 frfinimum scores of
OCB are 16 and the maximum is 112.

The Alpha coefficients of the OCB-I and OCB-O ssaleere reported by
Lee and Allen, (2002) are 0.83 and 0.77, respdgti\e this study Cronbach’s
Alpha coefficients of OCBs, OCB-I and OCB-O amotiigparticipants were
0.938, 0.895, and 0.909, respectively. Cronbaclyh& coefficients of OCBs,
OCB-I, OCB-O among lIranian participants were 0.984885, and 0.903,
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respectively. While, Cronbach Alpha coefficients @€Bs, OCB-I, OCB-O
among Malaysian participants were 0.934, 0.885,0a8d3,respectively.

Counterproductive Work Behaviors Questionnaire
For measuring counterproductive work behaviors, thH&-item
Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist (CWB-@)hich is a standard
measure of employee intentional behaviors that r@ganizations and people
in organizations, developed by Fox and Spector Z2€€ed from Spector’s
WEB) was used This measure includes CWB-I and CWB-O which were
categorised as either behaviors targeting the argaon (CWB-O) or other
persons in the organization (CWB-I). Sample itefn&CdVB-O) are as below:
“Tried to look busy while doing nothing”
“Told people outside the job was a lousy place wouk for”

While sample items of CWB-I are as below:
“Insulted someone about their job performance”
“Made fun of someone’s personal life”

“Started an argument with a co-worker”

In this measure, responses are made on a 5-pemuency Likert scale.
For scoring of the CWB-C, responses to the appatpitems is summarised
as follows: 1 = the least frequent response (nemed) 5 = the most frequent
response (every day). The total score is the suall db items. The minimum
score of CWBs in original version is 45 and the mmam is 225. However, in
the present study, one of the items (“took moneynfiyour employer without
permission”) was omitted because of the lack in fdme validity based on
received feedbacks from all participants. This iisrassociated with jobs that
are money related such as cashier, seller, aret tild so on. In this study, all
participants were holding a manufacturing job aretemvorking without any

“The questionnaire was used based on the permisionFox & Spector.
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direct contact with employer’s money. Consequertthg, minimum score of
CWBs, CWB-O and CWBI are 44, 20, and 24, whilertieximum scores are
220, 100, and 120, respectively.

Spector, & Fox, (2005) reported high reliability efficient Alphas for
CWB-O and CWB-I is 0.84 and 0.85, respectively.akidition, Fox et al.
(2002)reported high reliability with Cronbach’s Alpha é¢beent for CWB-O
and CWB-I are 0.88 and 0.96, respectively.

In this study, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of CWE3WB-I and CWB-O
were 0.96, 0.96, and 0.91 respectively, for totahgles. Cronbach’s Alpha
coefficient of CWBs, CWB-l and CWB-O were 0.97, ®.9and 0.91,
respectively for the Iranian samples. While for thalaysian samples,
Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of CWBs, CWB-I and C¥@Bwere 0.89, 0.81,
and 0.88, respectively.

Procedures

The appropriate procedures in obtaining approvataiduct the research
using human participants were followed to preventy aimpression
management and self-enhancement. In order to @aroicdiases in obtainable
data by participants and to get actual data as ageto control the response
rate as the “biggest problem in conducting a sur{&pector 2006), these
guestionnaires were administered directly by trem=aechers, within a period
of one week for each factory. Researchers wenhéofields of industrial
factories in Iran and Malaysia and described thp@ie and objectives of the
research orally to participants. According to theamgements made with
factories’ top-level managers, the researchers dvoalddminister the
guestionnaires at the factory’s training centere Tinst step, one week was
selected from the month by random selection. Atstbeond step, among the
employees who attended the scheduled training esurhose who were
working in production line would be led by the tiaig supervisor to the
researcher’s room at the end of the course. Finalsurvey was administered
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directly by the researchers in either Persian olailianguage in a period of
one selected week for each factory. While the gigeints were filling up the
survey-questionnaires, the researchers answer#tealluestions.

Participant information sheets were given to theigpants in order to
inform them about the data collection process &edpurpose of study. The
researchers also described the purpose of thercaseathe participants as
well as their rights, while focusing on confidefitia of the collected
information. All measures were distributed simuétansly among participants
in one session and were self-reported. Finally, rdsearcher collected the
completed survey-questionnaires. No time limit was for the filling of the
guestionnaires.

Results
Pearson’s correlation coefficient between orgampal citizenship
behaviors (OCBs) and counterproductive work belrayif@WBs) along with
scale means, and standard deviations of the Iranidialaysians and Total
Samples in OCBs and CWBs are shown in Table 1.

Tablel

Pearson corredation coefficients, scale means, and SDs of OCBs and
CWBs for the Iranians (N=752), Malaysians (N=306) and the Total
Samples (N=1058)

Variables Iranian sample Malaysian sample Total sample
r Mean SD r Mean SD r Mean SD
1 OCBs 5.61 1.42 446 .48 5.27 1.53

2 CWBs -0.314* 1.17 0.46 -0.108* 1.09 0.17 -0.208* 117 41

** p<0.01 p<0.05

As shown in Table 1, there are significant negatelationships between
OCBs and CWBs (r = -0.208, p<0.01) for the totahgke, Iranian sample (r=
-0.314, p<0.01), and Malaysian sample (r = -0.1838).05). Furthermore, the
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mean score of Iranian’s OCBs are higher than Ma&ayand the total sample.
Moreover, means, standard deviations, and inteztagions of all variables are
shown in Table 2.

Table?2

Scale means, SDs and cor relations between resear ch variables
Variables M SD OCBs CWBs
1- OCBs 8445 2456
2- CWBs 51.71 17.94 -0.208**
3- Nationality 0.71 0.45 0.338** 0.129**
4- Gender 0.12 0.33 -0.056 -0.078*
5- Position 0.21 0.41 -0.017 -0.016
6- Tenure 0.63 0.48 -0.022 0.035
*p<0.05 1<0.01

In accordance with previous studies (Bennett et24l02; Bennett et al.,
2001; Dalal, 2005; Dunlop et al., 2004; Fox et &Q03; Hunt, 1996; Jermier
et al.,, 1994; Kelloway et al., 2002; Miles et &Q02; Organ et al., 1999;
Puffer, 1987; Sackett et al., 2001; Sackett et28lQ6; Skarlicki et al., 1997;
Spector et al., 2002), organizational citizenshiphdviors (OCBs) are
negatively correlated with counterproductive worlehaviors (CWBS)
(r=-0.208, p<0.01). In addition, OCBs are positywetorrelated with
nationality (r = 0.338, p <0.01), negatively coateld with gender (r= -0.056
ns), negatively correlated with position (r= -0.0I1%), and negatively
correlated with tenure (r= -0.02Bs). Moreover, CWBs are positively
correlated with nationality (r= 0.129, p <0.01)damegatively correlated with
gender (r=-0.078, p <0.05), and negatively coteglavith position (r= -0.016
ns), and negatively correlated with tenure (r = 0.686

Hierarchical regression analysis was used to tesintoderating effect of
nationality, gender, position, and tenure on thatienship between OCBs and
CWBs. Results of the analysis showed that natignéd= 0.204, p< 0.01) and

gender f= -0.07, p< 0.05) did moderate the relationshipween
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OCB and CWB. Details of the analysis were showhahle 3.

Table3
Theresults of hierarchical regression analysisfor Nationality, Gender,
Position, and Tenure as M oderators

Independent Dependent variables: counterproductive workaadrs(CWBs)
variables B B R R2 AR 2 AF
Stepl OCBs -0.152*  -0.208 0.208 0.043

Step2 Nationality -0.247** -0.338
OCBs xNationaIit); 0.081* 0.204 0.260 0.068 0.024 27.623*

Stepl OCBs -0.156** -0.218 0.218 0.048 _ _
Step2 Gender -0.154** -0.215

OCBs x Gende? -0.043*  -0.07 0.229  0.052 0.005  5.258*
Stepl OCBs -0.161* -0.228 0.228  0.052 _ _

Step2  Position -0.157*  -0.223
OCBs x PositioR -0.017 -0.035 0.231  0.053 0.001  1.317

Stepl OCBs -0.152*  -0.208 0.208  0.043
Step2 Tenure -0.157**  -0.215

OCBs x Tenuré' 0.008 0.021 0.209 0.044 0.000 0.431

*p<0.05 P<0.01

11=Iranian 0= Malaysian

21=Male 0= Female

31= non- executive 0= executive

41=5 years and below 0= 6 years and above

Simple slope analysis of the moderating effectaifamality and gender on the
relationship between OCBs and CWBs are shown imregyl and 2. As
could be shown in Table 3, position and tenure dat moderate the
relationship between OCB and CWB (p > 0.05).
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gender on counter productive work behaviors (CWBS).
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Discussion

This study is the first investigation in Asian alstamic countries, namely
Iran and Malaysia, to demonstrate that organizatiaitizenship behaviors
(OCBs), counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs) kighly correlated. In
addition, it was also found that nationality andndger do moderate the
relationship between OCB and CWB,; however, positol tenure do not.
This study found differences between the two natias cross nations results,
where Iranians were higher than Malaysian, in O@is$in CWBs.

The results of this study showed that there arenifsignt negative
relationships between OCBs and CWBs among the,tdtahian, and
Malaysian samples. These findings are consistetit those of past studies
which found that OCBs and CWBs were negatively elated. for example,
Bennett and Robinson (2000), Bennett et al. (2082nnett et al. (2001),
Dalal (2005), Dunlop and Lee (2004), Fox et al.0@0 Hunt (1996), Jermier
et al. (1994), Kelloway et al. (2002), Miles et @002), Organ et al. (1999),
Puffer (1987), Sackett (2002), Sackett et al. (30@karlicki et al. (1997),
Spector et al. (2002), and Viswesvaran et al. (1999

Also, consistency in the findings of present andtpasearch was found
despite the many differences in cultures, natidieali values, attitudes, social
and economy in the samples. This can be explainedobking at the
similarities in human beings and work values. Woskal over the world are
looking for identity, satisfaction, justice and é@gurom their work. All the
mentioned factors are antecedents of OCBs and CGwWBxverse direction, as
emphasized in Dalal (2005), Berry, Ones, & SacKe@p7), Mehdad (2008),
Organ,Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, (2006), Sackett (2001), &pector (2006),
who stated that OCBs and CWBs are affected bytsnel and dispositional
factors. Thus, the presence and prevalence of thefsaviors can partly be a
function of situational factors such as injusticequity, and dissatisfaction in
all workplaces worldwide.

The present study indicates that nationality doeslarate the relationship
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between OCB and CWB. This means that the relatiprisbtween the OCB
and CWB differs as a function of nationalify € 0.204 p < 0.01). Also, the
relationship between OCB and CWB among IranianMathysian are -0.314,
and -0.108, respectively (see Table 1). The reasby nationality does

moderate the relationship between OCB and CWB mayekplained by

population composition in Iran and Malaysia. Malayss a multi-culture,

multi-racial, and multi-religion country with diffences in values and
attitudes, and the composition of Malaysian poporatased on Malaysia
government statistics (2008) are: Malay 50.4%, €6en23.7%, indigenous
11%, Indian 7.1%, and others 7.8%. In addition48®of them are Muslims
and the rest are Christians, Buddhists, Hindus,ahdrs.Whereas Iran is a
single culture and the composition of Iranian pagioh based on lIran
government statistics (2008) are, 100% Persian98a6l of them are Muslims
and more fundamental (non-secular) than Malaysi@herefore, these
significant differences between the two countrieghe relationship between
OCB and CWB, could explain the moderating effectnafionality on the

relationship between OCB and CWB.

This study also found that gender does moderateefadonship between
OCB and CWB. This means that the relationship betw®CB and CWB
differs as a function of gender(€ -0.07, p < 0.05). Also, the correlation
coefficients between OCB and gender, CWB and gemder-0.056, and-
0.078, respectively (see Table 2). How can we éxplee moderating effect of
gender on the relationship between OCBs and CWBBisfstudy? There are
two possible explanations: First,dbuld be due to the men’s traditional and
economical responsibility in families, as shownthg sample of this study,
especially in Iran. In Iran, the need for job sgguamong women is higher
because job opportunities for women are less th@annien. While, in
Malaysia, men and women have equal opportunitreadtlition, in Iran, more
jobs allocated for men, and women'’s jobs are mdstiited to the fields of
education and health.
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Therefore, these significant differences betweemeam and men in the
relationship between OCB and CWB could explain riederating effect of
gender on the relationship between OCB and CWB.

Secondly, it is also important to explain how OGBelated to gender. The
main reason for this explanation is that the aimhef study is to assess the
relative impact of each predictor in explaining ttréerion variable. In the
current study OCB is a main predictor and gendeaa awderator is a second
predictor and CWB is a criterion variable.

Findings of this study are consistent with thoseOofan et al. (1995),
Morrison (1994), Sun (2001), Kidder and Parks (308ddder (2002), Farrell
et al. (2007), Maria and Lin (2008). Geen (1990yehahown that men are
more aggressive than women. Furthermore, Hershcdwsner, Barling,
Arnold, Dupré, Inness, LeBlanc, & Sivanathan, (20didicated that sex is a
stronger predictor of interpersonal than of orgamanal aggression.
Furthermore, Bettencourt, & Miller (1996) mentiond¢kde propensity to
aggress under provocation of the men. The consigtenthe findings of the
present and past studies is more related to dispuasi antecedents of OCB
and CWB. It was found by the researchers menti@ede that gender could
be considered as a correlate of OCB, as women rbiglexpected to render
more forms of OCB, especially the altruism and tesy factors and men
might be expected to render more forms of CWB. @ergtereotypes of
women being more altruistic, nurturing and helpfould create managerial
expectations that women employees will engage iren@CBs and they are
more inclined to display interpersonal helping OCHBesides, OCBs in
general were expected more in women than in menGAN& more in men
than in women.

Therefore, these significant differences betweemem and men in the
relationship between OCB and CWB could explain imderating effect of
gender on the relationship between OCB and CWB.elhgr, why in this
study, the negative relationship between OCB andBG¥\significant among
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men and is higher than that of woménh®ould be more related to economical
responsibility of men in families, at least in sdespof this study, especially in
Iran. As mentioned earlier, the need for job segwimong Iranian women is
higher than for men, due to the fact that job opputies for women are lower
than for men, whereas in Malaysia, men and wome&e bgual opportunities.
In addition, in Iran, more jobs allocated to mendavomen’s jobs more
limited in education and health.

Limitationsand Implication

There are two limitations in the present studystrithis study is cross-
sectional in its design, and hence it recognizetmedicted OCBs and CWBs
intentions, only among sample. Future research dvawded to employ
longitudinal designs or use behavioural observatiand real data on CWBs
and OCBs from organizational statistics files.

The second limitation is more related to the gdigtaility of the findings.
Several major constraints of this study limit trengralizability of its findings.
Firstly, although a large size of sample from thmesgor organizations in two
the countries were obtained, the sample may notepeesentative of the
working population there. Secondly, the findings exploratory in nature and
need to be confirmed in future research before bigeneralizations can be
made. Finally, the findings may be conditioned bg hature of the work of
the respondents in this study. Consequently, theirfgs of this study were
based on the limited population from the total iaan and Malaysian
population. Thus, this study does not attempt ig @y to generalize its
findings to the general population of Iranians Malaysians.

The findings of this study can be used by practérs and scientists in the
field of /0O psychology. On the practical side, @ngzations can use this study
as a reference to know which aspects of this stsdire most important in
determining their organization performance and potigity. Thus,
organizations can work to increase OCBs and toedser CWBSs. In regard to
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science, this study has presented a platform fawormparison and cross-
cultural study, not only between Iranians and Msilays, but also for other
Asian and Islamic developing countries in futureeach. In addition, the
findings of this study have definitely added monelerstanding to the cultural
differences that exists in the world. Thus, thisreat study will assist, even
though in a very small way, the mission of I/O gsylogy field.

In sum, the findings of this study clearly suggds¢ need for future
research to further explore the relationships ffedint organizations and in
different countries. Thus, this study hopes to befarence for future cross-
cultural studies. However, this study should noubed as the only guideline
while making decisions and conclusions regardirgofa that would relate to
the relationship between OCBs and CWBs.
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