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Q5L o]l B AIHE HdAN B
71950l RS =o7] S8l HAE =AY
ASe Bcdl ste 5 FAY ATH 2AF2AA
FHA 22 P22 HIE H3HtH(Funderburg
& Levy, 1997; Meyer, 1991). A% EA o
Al A= et wHRARl iRl #HY FAlol
Aot esdole v Hfetn FALE 9
1de A548S Qe 2

(Harrison, Johns, & Martocchio, 2000)
g W] w224 i §8 A9 FaAol
A2k U= tHChiaburu & Harrison, 2008).
ZAY T AT ZolllM FRWAY T4 ol
A8l B 28] (social  information processing)
o] 2o & ZxHUTE ARFEAE o2 9
P 22744 Hey @, 73RS o5
A A wEgs Bl AT FEE
l, ol#fgk Akl Wik Folx 743
Aol vz F87} 71 B,
7Fx #oltk(Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978).
Chiaburu and Harrison(2008)2] wlel&
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AgATo] et 22
sto 2y =853 ¥4
ojyf 224 I}
3l9th(Bateman & Organ, 1983; Bergeron,
2007; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997). }A
T HZ 2Y AFSdA e old RAFAEY
ol 22 WA &4 FHAA 4T v
T T ol9E Arldta Stk dE =

& (interpersonal helping behaviors)
© Abgo] o] g grE ofgA s
o Mt edle FAA dHE 2 &
J=U (Allen & Rush, 1998: Bolino, 1999;
Tepper, Duffy, Hoobler, & Ensley, 2004), &
w7 A oA 2 #e)dly] fsiA (Allen &
Rush, 1998; Eastman, 2004) && =& ¥+
Atgre] F2F 7hZAE =(Gilbert & Silvera,
1996) 59 =74 &7](instrumental motives)
AL A 25 ATdot @A OP“q
g7t ZZ9H(Schnake, 1991).
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Aol ek mAEA ] tgk Aol aFHT}
A7 AT okl A= kAR theket Q1A
g viAUFo| Al dEFE WAH, Bt
7 BT S Aesithlgen, Barnes-
Farrell, & McKellin, 1983). =8l hat
A AFME A RGN Bt o
Fg AAHAY viAYFo|l 2HARYE Bl =
Ag&d e, wepy =gdF H7F Al AR
w7k Hlsgk QA e F/IF BT 4 oA At
3t tH(Vandenbeg, Lance, & Taylor, 2005).
53] diid B85 WA &N dde E5dEe
wHotn Hrre woe 9t} Hriate S4E
BE7F QA ZEA 20 JeFe A At wet
| Egs AFste A =5 B olE ¥
7¥he H7kAte] EAE 7 et =edEe

Hrkeke QA ZEA 2 WX GEFE sl
3t}

oe] ¥ AT HAL TR ZadEol
Mol ojmet AP AAH dojuerts AHsE
3, o|g diMe] JFE vA = YAk} Gk
EAEY g3E AFshe Aolg. AFer o
T 54& AAsHE e 2tk AA, #3159
P Al e BEdFe] SHE dal nEF
o ZH oYt EAE0] T A ZEAA

coworker relationship)&
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So] B2 BedE AN AL 9 4%
U7 59 332, & I B4 59

ozM 2pEEd 2459 (ability to modify self-
presentation) 2] E-‘JrQP B 02 o]v|
2 4% 7] (self-enhancement motives)2
Is AT GEHZ} S4e 2A71Ed 24s
FAL 2edF e drit E_erzq °oF ¥
NEAE ’%”é at= Al3Eoln,
oz FFE71e %
g o ALgE */F
24 Adste] & F e
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=55 (interpersonal helping behaviors)©]
& A A AP st FAHoR a7y
= 9% o]9e] 54 FAHYES AT P59
gt (Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007: 952).%
dE 50 TR/} 47T ZoFA
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Aol £5qFI T 5 ek 2] 24403
F AT oleld BedES 24 oA B
3 P41 4RHeE YA

% 3 3%

AA sy
%= AhEAel

(Organizational citizenship behaviors)® th
A7 okl 99 F olEk (Altruism) #ES
2 T8 Organ, 1988; Organ, 1990). ©]
% Moorman and Blakely(1995)& Z2ZA|%3)

% interpersonal helping(AH53 A] =89|

93 =58 5= sg_r])

=205 o=

(7hQ1%

st 39, personal industry(Fizl <JFE
dolxl #H9jE Fdste d9l), 28 loyal
boosterism(2]F-oll Ao tia] FHI= 39)<]
Ul 7] g ez Fiaith. =3 Williams and
Anderson(1991)& ZAARYEE s td

o2 3 OCB-I(organizational citizenship

individual initiative
A A PPN 9D PRLES

behavior that immediately benefit specific
individuals)®} 225 didez s+ OCB-O

(organizational citizenship behaviors that

benefit the organization in general)® &3}
At} o9} e ARG F A JIES A

HEH tE 2HFAS fstd AEHor &
e AFste dFo TFHA des ¢ F U
. o33 interpersonal helpingelyt OCB-I
E ZAFAHLE deR e =Bl R
A5 I #AA (interpersonal) 99
12} & 4 Jh(Van Dyne & LePine, 1998;
Venkataramani & Dalal, 2007). 53] £ 4

R

ToA gF= dud #4 (dyadic relationship)
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UA Ze dg ¢ PZ(extra-role behavior)d
dZ Egsta, Al A 73 Al FEE o #
Aol Slo} w=

SAl Zeap] Wi #9495 PF
(in-role behavior)*d Z%%7|%= gtH Anderson
& Williams, 1996). webd 287449 =&
ol gk Jﬂ7}” EAFAY oln A HH
2e A A SHET ot ARgrtet 22 7
Hrdd SR DHM Aol Utk A
A FQsHA aejE oo} g,
Hole =7oll E5dEe 1 1R 54=
7}475 W og 74 #H7keRrt dAE
ol A7t =oh AA, =
o] gFo A5 FAAL +3
o] AAEo] Al &7 Wzl
d2 So] ZAA BoZaL
B 4§‘ﬂ U Bx A% F
of FAARCE AAEo] glon, 24 =7}
Eo] Slo] o5& 7 hrili JHe & & 9
ol Zol H7}t Al Aol thg A|Fe] 7=
A AU (behaviorally defined scale), 4%
33 AlZtol v} Ak 53 o] FHAQ AT
82 A ¥v 4% AEE(nonjudgmental
performance indicators)& °|&& 79 H7tA}
of #d HA AN BT F e FHEY LR{FEC]
=] EtH(Heidemeier & Moser, 2009; Smith
& Kendall, 1963). atA%t =&l et
Zhll= olelgh ARAR H7t 7Folv 3 =T
7F mhdE o] QA 7] wiEel] e AN Hot
2o Fgdol B gol MYHA do g 3
ol gk AT Fa gt dEs 3745
A o] FAXA EHeH, 54 Z=Fel W7 F=o]
BestA AAlE] e 7Fdde B A dE
o] ofujg FHe 3ol sh=AE HAE F

11

[N
1:0

=

offt off
oX,
o
HJS
rE

N
—_
_:—Q‘

S
N
=

m
2
‘%‘r

-Dm

o

A

3
o
S
<

N
—_
QL oL
g

mg‘-‘—r’

é fole mst rlo

ém

Lﬂr‘ﬁ

FN o ol
N
-

olr

o
=
e

ooy

2 ®

HASHATE H39A A3z 20104 62



ozZH B Y3 S P F JEFE 3
tH(Goldstein, 2004; Kenny, 1991). ¥hd o]
3 23 =t EAA] ' TedFel g 3

7kl S Eas e Ak 8] met =g
7HA7F g2 kg A B Fa A
A< Adth(Flynn, 2006). 5 #7kA7F 2419
AAY F87 Agd ve} AFee =eyEe
g2 2908 Ao 2x] 293 JEAdrgr
7h AL Al me dAeA @ 4 gl

B4, E3UEL olF

01 E%—% é% A}%‘O] =
A dAXst=y 28ln 5%
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(schema)olut H7tel] dial] A€ o|n|x]7}
BAR7E g 2 ¥ g Ba gt
(Bolino, Varela, Bande, & Turnley, 2006). 2
ol g %‘7}~* AR Q1] 2 (social-cognitive
process)= AXA HEd (Campbell & Lee,
1988 Hauenstein, 1992), o|zlgt Z2A~4
Aol 714k 8lo] Landy and Farr (1980)& 4
H7 HHE BER /AP T AR

'5‘} o, Feldman(1981)3 7% (attention),
54” recall) 12|31 HH
. el g Gt
AAA FHAE I
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ol &8 AZea siek e gael =
B e AN Qo] 9IS BARe &
AW GFL FAEA UF nEe] &7
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2.2 AN AP |EE ZESH T2US oY

ol A At nie} o] =T Hrp|we] B
e B sl et a4 Al ¥ (prototype),
2] (schemata), W&o]&(implicit theory), 12
%8} (categorization) T2 2o] 7Hg A H.9]
4 S 7] 3 AR A 2kAEK( cognitive
‘E’ltﬂé] S sk

T4 ot R 1
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ZIAA & AFCR slodg o] E QYetEs of
i Fo% 925 s, 25 =5dFs & o
< Abgolghe BrtE wet d-oR vogit)
Turnley and Bolino(2001)9] A& 2]
dz=s 2 3].‘.:. }\]-FH-_CL ol A r—/q:_q /\]--9—?'51—0
2ZH A9 ol Ao FAAC 3L u|HOo

r

o o= PA—
A7NAE Tl W AREE R A A
&3 Aol 232 BAAQ ouAE FEAAH
AR Tlee AAES AR deRA TR
HAoz ERlE A5sta, e AtdA JFE
A g ole A4S AR Bkl Y F&
249 45 @dep] A9 TFeR PEAeS
e

& (Ahearn, Ferris, Hochwarter,
& Ammeter, 2004, p.314)"S <]
gt} Harris, Kacmar, Zivnuska, and Shaw
(2007)¢] AFo] W2w, AH 7% Fe A
Y955 Qe Azl ARt FHA o

Louglas,

=
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gl deko] odle] AuH b FHAUA S 7
e Ao Ueytt, o9 2 AFZARES 1
QA FA o g3l wt Al YFe 24T
T AT TYEe] gAY Y AAHrt 1y
1 olwA] gtTte] AAE 2Aste EAHE 7HA
1SS HolFa g

2 AFolM e olde 2A]tA (self-regulation)
85 TN E5dTH ¥4 #He A=

Mo ax 2718 2459 (ability to modify
self-presentation)®] ZAEHE 1&Est] Hu
A4 gty 27138 2458 olg Snyder(1974) 7}
Aokt 27| A2 (self-monitoring) 2] Tl 714
a9l 49 F shtEA g s AN PEs
FAsta Aple] BRleAl 4 Y3k o|n|A] 9
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S AFEE Al WA i—‘?* g 7|Q1s A ey
d5S Yehll= 43| t(Ickes, Holloway,
Stinson, & Hoodenpyle 2006). wEhd Aoy

Y 2 WA SAM AIRd 2T H2 A
E‘Ol A9 el A RE 7198 Eedee Bl
A Hellz o7 FFE AT =is
Agsts dFel e A7Ed 24580 w2
A FARA BMAR slelw wE WUE W
e Ao, i A7|Rd 2EsE] W Al
°f Exg 2 AT @e Adride eI
FE A7 91 olg HH 24T F Sle
Y EF RS med Ar|Ed 2%l
=S AR Bl R RE e BrkE A
o, ool =9E Fdetd 2iHow AR
d 2%l & W7t ¥E i R =
= ATt ol Bl =edTs & e Ay
o& @b e oo ARBAAAY 7127 §ol
208 Aoz 4T F 3y o8 7HE A
shl o 2t

D PR AR 2ETE e PR
Y= Hrixte © s wrlelel
s 24T Aol 7AKeE, &
71Ed 2dsEo] & Wt HE wE
& AT Jx=9t o] OCBIZ
T 38 AN 4] 7%
7] gkol Zpobd Zolt},

2.3 BXie| ofn|x] BAET|9 E2UE oA
QoA AAG B A7 EE 225 o

gol B4AT 40 Qo] nelelor & £ &
27k vhe AR BAolth AEA mike] 2o

746

2]
AZRoRA F& HBolU e, 4% 2
Feel 5ol trtES it €
(Penner, Dovidio, Piliavin, & Schroeder,
2005). SFAIRE ol2fg 3o YFHo| AAA

Ue 5 O Aol B&2 o9 aiXst=
el 22 15 (Flynn, 2006) 5Py 2
ARl A9 ¢ 35«1 AEEL 1 Y5

Bt RN £

%
FéE d
o o

wolEo]7] Ao 4 EE* o oj=rb 7oA
£ WA motet (Flshbem & Ajzen, 1975).
2ANNYE APNE £8P5e owg ofeh
FolA0l E7](altruistic motives)d =74 &

7](instrumental motives)2 T8k, H7kAt
b ExdEe oud F7ld Alstvke] whet
TedEe Azt g2zl Edth(Johnson,
Erez, Kiker, & Motowidlo, 2002; Rioux &
Penner, 2001). &, =25 A33 d=rt 53
Ak ol g olgFo Al Flet sfAstd
1 E%E 38R 047]‘31 S A ZAY] AFE A
oy olmAd e FAAQ diF2 wEH Ao
o s ERs Xﬂ%d =7} omA & #eet
AU A Hae de 59 EAFAY o9
= F7ot7] ek Folgn Al 23]
Aol el FE2Q H7HE WA =Ha
ok A w7t ofd =7 PFor o
4 Zo|t}(Eastman, 1994: Ferris, Bhawuk,
Fedor, & Judge, 1995; Tepper, Duffy, Hoobler,
& Ensley, 2004). o|¢ #Zo] =FqFol theh
Bhe E5dEY g of¥A st w
gt gepxith 2% oA A E Pty &
3t H7kAke oug S4o] =2dEe ¢
=5 Xsted 9= vAA He AL
4B 7t AT oM e H7kAke A AAY

o
AR S

=
o)

h=3
o)
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o] G A, webA F7h B A
H7kakel Q1AL AA] 7191 Q1A e f{vF HAE
T st gelA 9rh(llgen, Barnes-Farrell,
& McKellin, 1993). o8¢ 1A e7EA F¢l
18 ol Me H7iate] SAd mE ook 7
AT} (attribution bias)ell Wt A7} Zol Y
314 ¢t} Kelley(1973), Heider(1958), 1]
3 Jones and Davis (1965) sl <& o]
As|7] Al A9l &2 AzAke] =eA A
Ao #eto] st vk o] AAE H7t
S HET B2 A9 472? A =24 AQlEt}
A9 2 F(error)tt A3} (bias) 7t %0
Wol dojdttn Atatitt. AAAE ARstd
THAL A A = ‘”‘9'0}" SRV A9l AAt
A7l JqJJrL A4 9
719 71908t AY, e o] F 7}

A7b BEHow Agste EAsH %E}(Flske
& Taylor, 1991). o]} Zo] Ak3]A Hek(social
judgment) A o7y Ayt BAYstE o
1 o]fe ARBIAAATL FA9 TIFEe R A
e8] wEolth(Fiske & Taylor,
V—i FAH attributive projection)&
T MdegA, & AEE
2e B4 AWE Aol
At AdE D3th(Holmes, 1981). d&
= Aol B2 (Katz &
Allport, 1931), 3532 (Goldings, 1954), ©]
H AXNA AHE 7K A (Judd, Kenny, &
Krosnick, 1983), =+ Eat at Joeszti &
Fadg v A2 e At =4 (Ross,
Greene, & House, 1977) &< & st=d
Ao E AFEE A 2 HEY A E 7t
PAY, 22 de5& T Aot AAg. =, A

)

M

[

_LZ40

Al (self) &
1991).

o
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ES IR ofo|x| SoE7(e| ==

gEe te AREd 45S Bused QoA
A

A9 YEE A 7|Fo 2 ol HE Ui
Al =& Aot (Dunning & Hayes, 1996). ©]
2 gt 71?1;‘—41 FAlE 37 =2dE el dsked

2 W3 gkl He Bre mg
A5 AN3te U Wt OFE Yo 4 8L

A A 9.

o] u oJn|z] g% 7|(self-enhancement motives)
© =P 24T #do] g HMFEA, 59
=359 dldel JdFS & F ithe HoAM F
23 Fart itk onz] kTl ARl g
Efele] Q4o drpg RIZtete] = S BRI
EAA £& oA E 7] ¢ dFs e T
719l =g 9ulste Zidelti(Yun et al., 2007)
oo 2pple olm A S AT e = E7I7F A
ZATRAES ARG onA S A7) Sl
R0 2 eRloA =g AlFshe o] Attt

(Eastman, 1994: Wayne & Green, 1993: Yun,
et al., 2007). AYH FA w=w =33
fH‘?f}Oﬂ ol Z& HEES 7L e AHEES B

EEAES AN oIE A3 2
945 2, A9A A olnAE FANTAY A
gHoz 252 WAL Q7] A dBo|et A
ok, meh e =
3% ojnl#] gHE7](self-enhancement
o]u] 7(] z‘sk/\l—Eﬂ
g 247495 Hae B2 Porha
A nTke P9I A9 oo g F7e7] 9
# 5408 BgdFe dda A48 ug,

o o
o,
ol
:oll_,‘
N,
i,

e,

i, 12

P

0% B woEY A5yel AA. Z, E
£95E 2AAUGFoR WA ke A
2] B2 AT 540l £ Aol
oA Pt R A 94 el %
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NE
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Age Egd%e £74 2
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$717k A Aol ok Aol 1]

g5l A

[e)

o R Mo N CIC T D9 g WO T
T R o KN o] oy K ° o NS
~ — o ) o o
0, ol K oF B " oo =y X o
It R CRY
N of EO.ZLI]UAI _XLI:L
B 5 T P N o o= R
TAEET . Wk FEgED X =1 =
ROy Mo H B g 4 W o B g o e
R A T CHE I SIS wm E P
™oxe oy Ho o) = Mo X° T
o wo Ak o S _— %
PERcL cZefERY I=hs
— i Z74]1O o T
TERE T TR N RN & o
LR S <O T B R
GO f 0o e do T R x o T
o — Y f —_—
W oo B e N il o o T
- = FBR 2 KoEow X N - Mo =
o 1_%! —.i o K ~ o =3 \U| of - oK & gL =
™ N B w = o o ol S s o ]
= f2) o o ~ o 0 o o
Jo B 3w o T 3 10 L Py
7ﬂbi1ﬂMM N I __,|__| M__/IATﬂM#
; o 0
aa.],_mu%ﬂm_x He &l 8 oA
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T Mo or o N — o™ X = oW
S I e S RONIIL B O B B A & B S B BN
0 =0 _ EE! 750 ) N Ee
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PP EHe o PKT® IR Ty
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TEMTIER s e AnT e Myt e s
o o o~ = uEdﬂAL auoOLtidﬂ T
ol 0y m o = e e — O o m
L EArdmE o TP RNEITRI I — i
N o R E SR LAl %
S TR e T g N ® e X
v ol %soo#ﬂaﬂnﬂcwo%ﬁoevi 2F LT o R
kT ; =
MU%W%ﬂ@M%EW%%%Hmﬂ_@%ﬂ%%@
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ﬂlwmwgoﬂﬂ7ﬂ7ﬂm1rﬂ§| WX h@ﬁouT]%HOE
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e ¥gE] gola, AE Ee A% 55
+ 3 WA 52 HAEAE wjxsid. wjxg
F AEA T 17819 ARAV} sFE 35
< 89%9tt. FEEHE 35d AEAE 1574

S| &2 78.5%%t. o & 2ATALY 1

TR AEAE BF ﬁ#ﬂxl EAY, B4
23 AEAE A9
g 2Ad o] &3igi. ZL_ZSHL/‘JQJE] YidE e
27.38M(SD = 8.40), ¥ 40.5%7F A,
Al Al A 712k Bt 4.099(SD =
4.96)cln, T8 HodAHL 31.014(SD =
11.06), /318l 40%7} z} ;zH 217 A1e] A
% 7)olt}. HAES]
iEE%M OMLM, ﬂéEdE 2§ BaA,
T Xt oAl Exso] Al

ol

rururuijgym

(OCB-D)
A A

r O
N, o
>
e
o,
o
N
X

3.2.1.1 &%
behaviors)
TedEold 22 oA vE 7499 #9]
B FASS ALHoR FE 5T gugt
(Organ, 1988). ¥ dAFdx= FAR(FE)7}

&) % (interpersonal helping

ZASHAT 393 A3z 20104 62

ES IR ofo|x| SoE7(e| ==

oo

AR (EA T A Lokt =

Ao =g 5l F5 TH AR —@s} T}, ol
2 93l9] Organ(1988)e] ZAAWIFHZS thAl
7K a1de & et (altruism) WE o
L399t 2 AFoM e dud B8 #A &l
54 247490 drht B2 AR
£ 2#3le Aol7] w¥el Organ(1988)9 o
Eiro] M F Y S e d5E BT

“helps orient new people even though it is
not required” & AL A 5 FES TH
HAE2 ARSI AlE AT g2 940lth. o
5] Ue o] TR 9FFe] s W o] A
E4FUT Y] AEE WS- 238A Grh(1H) ol
A S 2RTHTA) ARG HAER ST

tlo i

3.2.1.2 A71xd 2454 (Ability to modify
self-presentation)

A715d 2 sold g B Al P F
= FAsta Aol Bl A F4 date ofv]
Jof] =5 29 g5 vl AEd F 9l
89S 9r]dth(Leenox & Wolfe, 1984;
Snyder 1974). YA (s8)Y AV|xd 245

2 Lennox and Wolfe(1984)7} 2E¢] A+
]/H AMgsl 22 3R = 77 JES 7H HE
AHESATH A 13 2H5E S PR (ER) &
A A AEatgion, Al Ao e 81t

N

rr

3.2.2 7= il

o

ol

A8 =

3.2.2.1 °]u]A] 335 7] (Self-enhancement
motives)

olux] gFErIet ARl digk ERole] Q14

guh} 7kl AR £& ERISH 2 o

749



=

215 7] 93 P55 slEe 5719 FEE 9
St} (Yun et al., 2007). ¥ oA o]n|x|

=

34571 Yun et al.(2007)°] AH&3k 670 &
5 74 A2 A8, Hrkake] olulA] &
BE7E HIPAHEATFAAY) ARldA A& e
o, Zyzke] A AGe gk T1e]t}.

= drelde 23ppisEs PR (ER)7F 2
ARG E(0OCB-D= vttt Pstd=AE Bt
AHEA D)7 Rdete]l SA 6T SIS
< Williams and Anderson(1991)¢] 1470 &
5 F ML E2s AFstdeAd dg g
?l OCB-1 T @55 74 A== 4%t A
AT #& 910t}

2413}

=

hal 5

1.06)¢k F51el O

1.13)¢] d8Ase el .3

< ¢ F U ole TR E2E A
A 2A T Lol o8 Y

= :

< "Ae 2dEe7E EA%

%
£
i
=
%0,
v

i =xdF We(M = 5.89, SD =

CB-I(M = 5.49, SD =

= JeAd g FrtE FEUFE 3 AFH 3
AwA Aoty 29 1-32 247 stepel @9
st REIAAST w2 Ho T gtk 94 &
7158 2HTEo] OCB-I 447}01] WL o2
& AW FomsiAtH (B = - p < .05).
=d 29} 24 3 Alolg] F7L %7}5 Frojm] sto]
(AF = 6.64, p < .01), B89 =295 9
*ﬁ‘é}% Al Slol a9iziel %E«l 7188 2454
o] 2AFI}F FovEE & & Aok FsAER

IE 1 EHJE YER 7] HOM Aiken and West
7F Al Wl weh A RE 24 5E

(1991)
9 BIGAA 1 BERA 2 U AL ¢ o
7_'

TolA el 2

)

WHNE 3, 7

322l IAAF(simple slope: Aiken & West,

(£ 1) WS90 Hont ZFHAL dute|, MzAs

HE Mean SD 1 2 3 4
1 =58%() ° 5.89 1.06 (.94)
2 ANEH 24%9 (o) 5.10 1.14 .30** (.81)
3 oA &3F7](e) 4.98 91 .09 .06 (.71)
4 OCB-I(e) ® 5.49 1.13 .34** .20 10 (.91)
F)N = 150. * p < .05, ** p < Ol (two-tailed)
(e) - ZAFALAA 27, - B8 4. 235 <l AXNE 2AEL AT,
Bt e A AAA B A DS Bs A 4
b. 24390l 571 Y OCB-19 H =& 37t
750 AAstod L H397 M33 20104 6



1991)7F frefn|@Al S dobir] fleto] t-testE
AAetgih. (2d D2 B ApIRd 24590
=& o= A4 712717F SAH LR Fofn|
SHA] ko ( 10, t = .72, p = 47,
n.s.), A7|Ed 2AsHo] g felle 714

712717F EAA R Fefuleiti(p = .37, ¢

= 4.85 p < .01). £3 =22 FA AFsd
S dolle AR 2dTHo| B Algo] ¥

Al vl =gASE Bo] Brkn Hrhwo}, A
R AT FEES AR IAT
IEE gYHoZ £ 8

LEPEW 7Hd 1e] A 15421"%

H7RARlL 24749 o &

Y5 Mo mAe 2dEH} = fFovletsich

<

ES IR ofo|x| SoE7(e| ==

oo

01). (2" 2)5 E¥ F7pxe ofu]A] 3iE7]
7V =2 o= gHA49 71&7](simple slope) 7t
SAACE fron| sl o (g = 20 t =111,
p < .05), o|vA| FFE7I7F e (5 = 44
t = 4.85, p < .01 Hlsta] A2 71E7]
7b Attt &, oln|A| vt A AR 8
T5 o] Abgo] 27
AP F 2 gt Grtste Aol YA, o
mAl EE7I7E ok Akl gt o]H g 7
o] ZotA ¥He & & st ol Ade 7
204 Awdet wpep o] ojnx] FFE7|7b A
A4E AUH FAF B30 o8 59 =
Peo ALY on|A] P& A =7 FHio|
gt At =52 AFLL o]F e IUE
EXYFoR Hriehe Aol e HoFe

LY=o
Be} & 4 o meha A4 27t AR E

-
e o%

14
o ok

Glof chet 37=EY 2ot

89 OCB-I
HE Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Step 1. =859 T

1. =238% .34** .30 .82%* .92%*
Step 2. A1 24T oA FFEr1e FEH

2. AEd 245y 11 .80 .09

3. ojuA] 57 .07 .06 .68
Step 3. 2483}

4. 2T « A7|EE 2859 - .98*

5. 22T = oA FEE7] - 91*
Overall F 19.34** 7.38** 6.64"* 6.45*
R 12 13 16 15
F change 1.36 3.96* 3.30"
R” change .02 .02 .02
)N = 150. *p < .05, ** p < .01(one-tailed)
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Ao eJatd oln|z] EtE7| 7} 7hs AL
52 A4l oln)z] S st ZAAINYE
S ol 3= Aol Ad=dH(Yun et al., 2007),
ol gt il B} ERQIY =g Hlo] A}

EHe 52 AIFE He Ao s 2
AT e omA FerI7t B B B
4F

o =34 F7lo FEeAE AHALE S5
gt AseA FUuthe Al ek, AR
APAFEoA =9d 2NN =74 7}
2|} onlA] FFE7Ike] AHAAE neE u
(e.g., Eastman, 1994; Wayne & Green, 1993:
Yun, et al., 2007), 37}&ke] oln]#] aFg57]
= YA =P F =74 Flo FESH
ot AP B qEE P& Aol /58 + A
ohowhd BRI P Fd HHE AP E7E ok
Al A, A1 BT} 2 Akl wls) 275
AR Ake] Zgko] Fezltk(Dunning & Hayes,
1996). wetx Hriake] QA AA A A€ A
AEE FAY 7IFe s AWWEte dA7Y] dF
AAE Bt FEE AMete Agkel A
ot &, owA] g7 e Hriake § R

o =xdEe A=E sle adz dEste] Ft

oz

sl 2 Ao,
olgA g dte oA E=ndeel o= sl

qe 22 A7 #1849 AZY 9
BN o84 delrt Yk HYPAT Aol

dee 1 =S

+ 98g o,
1

o dalME w7t FE £ AT delA
AN Al 5 Hek

oX
HE
=

(e}
o,
=
o
N
)
B
N
X
>
i
rr

754

B
@D
o
o
(@]
[oN
o.
Q
@
it
Y
N,
o
O
fr o

T [¢]
71Ake] EAo] Ato] ¥ldmle] QFE HAIZA

& 9gol Felslol drhe A& HelFa Yok
5.2 NAR % 8% o7

E5dE AFdME THHoRZ oAl
PEQ =&

o FEsIGeH, ozjd #He| wet =geYEo
715 o9A s st=tel o =Ee ol ot
F7b 2l des At Eastman,
1994; Rioux & Penner, 2001; Tepper et
al., 2004). atA|RE ofwgt o]foA EEdY
gt dlde] DAl figt FEHQ nEe
Al P A|A kot W QARG 7E AT Fofol
e A4 H7h A A He 9A 2R/
gt A7t g oz didstA o] FoA] $h=t
(e.g., DeNisi, Cafferty, & Meglino, 1984:
Feldman, 1981; Ilgen, Barnes-Farrell, &
McKellin, 1993; Tlgen & Feldman, 1983),
oj9} Z& AFEAdAME Bt ZRA2Y 2EE
gtro] W7bate] Absld PHA 2 weh 3
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T2HSO siAol mEt AT HAK X EH ZHESHD HIIK o|o|x| aEST|el =HEL}

7P o7 o] ARl EAE AHeta dd & A sl "7 e ¢ itk o] W =adEst &
b2

<
T g 2 e =l t Hrlel slo] ™

2 Y7hel Sg0] Wb YA olme An
Wt ks B B QA Z2AZl B RAsel £39F Pk 9FE vAEA
UL NPL HYeEd EEUT AN BR  dedE F O 98D wosl Besn ¥ @7
Q7G9S Bk Folnh INE AN NYAT7E WGz BohRe olnlA]

A Bre R Tbed e HAed e

s Aell e AP S AlFeta ok #9114
FIo] ot HrAE A e =R
that 2718 H (self-information)7} €8¢ &

o
off i o

I
o 1o pet oo ffomo & ool rfu

<o g9

Pz A7t FF= vA e, ol EedF w3k B AFE oA7A] 2 FeAd vls) 27
dE 2P R FAdd dFE A BAA A P& AT HoplA Bol AFEA FUH TEH
o] 259 tig AFo] Fagts HoAFe 2 Al tigh Folek= HolA &7t vk, o]Al7t
ojtt, o & E° =4 (schema) gFolut 7 A Z2AYPE AF Bopq djd 7 (dyadic
o o& dAgE =Y, =& Adeld F8E It relationship) 2 F=2 Akt F3 @A %=
FeE Zxetn AHse S971gdE 2444 HE oo A97h Ad=o] gtk (Dansereau,
ol =T FaAdd sl gFsiA Ha o Graen, & Haga, 1975; Dienesch & Linden,
© BRI =gl tate] 3HH R A st 1986). sHAIRF AA A AN e F2Ao|n
stedl 71odd ¢ ok Wi 2F FAoF e JAAER] 24 F2E FHgeE e ARE B
71 24 FALES EdF e =74 & daen sk gAY oHEst ARt 2YE
Gog HA He Ade] Al EdEs of tiFEd 7I9e® sitd A olde 7d s
T T8Y9s FAACR s 8 JbeAel = w¥E HAFa Qe oot avE 24 YA
obd Zlolt}. uwpgbA Q1 el BT ofyegt FE ke A QY A9 g3dd] F8e
Aetolt 2420 5450 2gdF dfAdl v FFE X 0o (Flynn & Brockner, 2003),
A= G dgk nZo] Fasirh. o] 9 HEo oo wtgt T8 Al dig A= e A7t 2
& Al AF omA| ET] ol Hrb Qg Aot 53] H7t Akl lo] thH el
el EAE0l medes WM W FAE AT Ae ARACE F' HUE AAsta glen, H
st AIFER sk F e 7Fede 1El UdA R 449 FALEC] drhv ' A ¥
sfof gt} dE B0 #9Y 7 A T8 S 7 AseAd dig HrpE Wi ol Ha 9d
g2 T o7l 7 EE 7 A e A o A4 FAEEEY © A dig e 4 74
o] A5 olF F8A A7IA Ge ARl Hlsted 459 Tlwoly s FRER ofe} © ¥
EgdEs Bol & Al diside v $s, de et 4 FALEC]l drhd et oAt
e 22 dsE AAl & Algel] diEid e S 7 A% AFH0UEAE 9uett(Murphy &
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Cleverland, 1995: Steiner, 1972).
BRE U SeuEd e Pie

[ =Y

o] sﬂr 710]
HAE 7|t
o7 & =z

(Barker, 1993).
B7tg 2 ol st 5
A A Azt 24744
o delA SALET O S O
7oA 2AFALH Hota 971 wiEel (Salancik
& Pfeffer, 1978) e
Acke Aol Aok E3 5
Hg & 53 2AFHYE
335 Tl ‘/}0}7} R
+4F

PSpuz R

20=

g

S T
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& ARl
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dge A B,

e

o

Efa
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oy
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ol

S
u{o

o2,
OHT

lo

of
=
N

V)
= o

A ks QA e
7Fsel = w}a}"i ‘”37}9}
AAE Al 22T
£S5 AAEAY .117]- x]z].g A
9 A=A Heto] mpeEojop & Ao},
Williams and Levy(1992)el ¢Jsld =3

So] Y3457t Z2As0 el & g

o::f‘-{ﬂ

flo du
m?L =2

N
ot ™

oo
o

N
-

Ho
El rutru

ol

1

T

off of ml o
N
-
ol
—_
N

ol
e

756

7e42 27|87 H(self-rating) & EF1% 7}Hothers

rating) 7+e] Apol7t FAEUTh W A7k}
BRI 7} 2k Aol7h AAA HH FHAE 79
o] FEEI ol JHR1e A Rk ofy
gt Jeolut JAAES FoAE © A T
o FA4491 JakE A DohLevy & Steelman
1997 Williams & Levy, 1992). Wty =
Pe Bt i wse AANsta Frk A ‘3}
Ao 2x & 7t te 24349 E
o o= a7t 9l
F3 dAFolXE H7ERe A9
e =gdEol 2 W2
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oln)z] gAE7](self-enhancement motives)

I intend to change my behaviors to create good impression to others.

I try to modify my behaviors to give good images to others.

It is important to me to give good impression to others.

I like to present myself to others as being a friendly and a polite person.

I am sensitive to the impression about me that others have.

DO |]w D]

I try to create the impression that I am a “good” person to others.

=238 F(interpersonal helping behaviors)

I help this person when he/she is absent.

I help this person when he/she has heavy workloads.

I am always ready to help him/her.

I willingly give my time to help him/her.

Otk [w|Do|—

I willingly give my time to help him/her who has work-related problems.

A71%d AR (ability to modify self- presentation)

In social situations, I have the ability to alter my behavior if I feel that something else is

called for.

I have the ability to control the way I come across to people, depending on the impression I

wish to give them.

When I feel that the image I am portraying isn’t working, I can readily change it to

something that does.

Once I know what the situation calls for, it's easy for me to regulate my

actions accordingly.

I have found that I can adjust my behavior to meet the requirements of any situation I find

myself in.

Even when it might be to my advantage, I have difficulty putting up a good front. (R)

I have trouble changing my behavior to suit different people and different

situations. (R)

ZFHAYF(0CB-1)

(This coworker) Helps others who have heavy work loads

This coworker) Helps others who have been absent

This coworker) Assists supervisor with his/her work (when not asked)

This coworker) Takes time to listen to co-workers problems and worries

This coworker) Goes out of way to help new employees.

This coworker) Takes personal interest in other employees.

N[ | Ot | A~ |wW ||

)
)
)
)
)
)

This coworker) Passes along information to co-workers.
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Are we on the same page?
Role of actor’s and perceiver's characteristics
in interpreting helping behaviors

Boyoung Kim* : Oh Soo Park** - Seokhwa Yun***

Abstract

Recent firm- and job- related trends which translate into flatter organizational structure
and more complex and collective tasks have enhanced coworker's salience and their potential
influence. In this change, coworker's interpersonal helping behaviors are considered as important
factor to influence on fellow employee’s attitudes and behaviors. In general, it has been
argued that coworker's interpersonal helping behaviors positively affect fellow employee’s attitudes
and behaviors. However, recent literatures suggest that, consequences of interpersonal helping
behaviors will be different according as how the intention of helping behaviors is interpreted
by rater. Moreover, helping behaviors significantly affect task performance rating because
these behaviors are frequently emphasized as like in-role behaviors in organization. Therefore,
why coworker's helping behaviors are subjectively interpreted has to be investigated before
we discuss about consequences of coworker's interpersonal helping behaviors. Specifically,
characteristics of help giver (actor) and receiver (rater) have to be considered simultaneously
for understanding rating process of interpersonal helping behaviors in dyadic coworker
relationship. The purposes of this study are to explain the cognitive process involved in rating
of interpersonal helping behaviors and to demonstrate the influence of actor's and rater's
trait on rating process concerning helping behaviors. We investigated moderate effects of two
variables; ability to modify self-presentation as an actor’s trait and self-enhancement motives
as a raters trait on the relationship between coworker's helping behaviors and coworker's

OCB-I rated by fellow employee.

* Doctoral Student, College of Business Administration, Seoul National University

** Professor, College of Business Administration, Seoul National University
*** Associate Professor, College of Business Administration, Seoul National University
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Hypotheses are like these.

H 1: Help giver's ability to modify self-presentation will moderate the relationship between
actor's help giving and the extent of actor's OCB-I rated by help receiver. That is,
the positive slope will become smaller in graph when ability to self-presentation is
high than when ability to self-presentation is low.

H 2: Help receiver's self-enhancement motives will moderate the relationship between actor's
help giving and the extent of actor's OCB-I rated by help receiver. That is, the
positive slope will become smaller in graph when self-enhancement motives is high

than when self-enhancement motives is low.

We conducted empirical test for examining hypotheses. Data were collected using questionnaires
from 150 dyads of an employee and his/her coworker. As the result of the hierarchical regression
analyses for OCB-I, the moderate effects of ability to modify self-presentation and self-
enhancement motives on the relationship between coworker’'s help giving and coworker’s OCB-I
perceived by employee were significant respectively (ability to modify self-presentation: S8 =
-.17, p < .05, self-enhancement motives: B8 = -.14, p < .05 ). Therefore, these results
provided supports for Hypothesis 1, and 2.

Our study demonstrated that coworker's interpersonal helping behaviors were easily rated
as OCB-I by raters when help giver was high in ability to modify self-presentation. This
result provides important practical implication. Recently coworker's supportive attitudes are
emphasized as important factor to enhance organizational effectiveness. Therefore, coworker's
engaging in interpersonal helping behaviors are rated positively by fellow employees and
positively influence on overall evaluation concerning actor. By the result of our study,
however, helping behaviors of individuals high in ability to self-presentation have to be
carefully evaluated in that individuals with high ability to self-presentation were better
judged as compared with behaviors which they really engaged in. Our study proved that rater
high in self-enhancement motives had a weak tendency to evaluate coworker's helping behaviors
as OCB-I. This result indicates that cognitive schema that rater brings to the evaluation
process influences the rating of coworker's interpersonal helping behaviors. Finally, our
research contributes in providing understanding concerning employee's interpretation of coworker's
helping behaviors. Nowadays coworker's rating concerning fellow employee’s engaging in
helping behaviors toward other employees is functioned as substantial control system in

team based organizational structure. For instance, multi-source appraisal system including
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coworker rating is conducted by many firms. The results of our study suggest that training
and rating criteria for accurate evaluation concerning coworker's helping behaviors are needed

to diminish rating errors.

Key words: Interpretation of coworker's interpersonal helping behaviors, Ability to modify

self-presentation, self-enhancement motives, Attributive projection, OCB-1
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