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- STRACT 1t is said that success of a person depends on his/her way of attributing the events which he/she faces. This research

paper is analyzing the various dimensions of Locus of Control like Internal Locus of Control, External Locus of Con-
trol (Chance) and External Locus of Control (Luck) and its possible relationship with Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) of employ-
ees. In practical implication this relationship can be used for developing HR policies and training & development process. Using ANOVA and
correlation study seeks to find out the correlation between Locus of Control dimension and Organizational Citizenship Behavior in addition

variance with demographic factors.

INTRODUCTION:

The concept Locus of control is based on the extent to which peo-
ple perceive certain events to affect outcomes. Rotter states that
Individuals who have low perceptions of such events have an inter-
nal locus of control. They believe that their own actions produce
outcomes. Those who have high perceptions of reason for certain
events are characterized by an external locus of control. They be-
lieve that outcomes are the result of fate rather than the result of
their own actions. The locus of control Construct first received at-
tention when Rotter Published his assessment instrument of an
Individuals generalized expectations for internal versus external
locus of reward. The Rotter instrument, said to measure locus of
control, was developed on the basis of the social learning theory.
The theory focuses on the important role that reward, respect and
gratification play in determining behavior. Rotter proposes the fol-
lowing definition of the concept of internal-external locus of con-
trol’ When a reinforcement is identified by the subject as following
some action of his own but not being completely contingent upon
his own action, then it is characteristically identified as the result
of luck, chance fate, as under the control of an influential identi-
fied as external control. If the person identified that the event is in
control of own behavior or his own stable characteristics, it can be
identified as a belief in internal control

Organ (1988) defines OCB as “individual behavior that is discre-
tionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward
system, and that in the aggregate promotes the effective function-
ing of the organization”. Organ’s definition of OCB includes three
critical aspects that are central to this construct. First, OCBs are
thought of as discretionary behaviors, which are not part of the job
description, and are performed by the employee as a result of per-
sonal choice. Second, OCBs go above and beyond that which is an
enforceable requirement of the job description. Finally, OCBs con-
tribute positively to overall organizational effectiveness. Organ’s
(1988) definition of OCB has generated a great deal of criticism.
The very nature of the construct makes it difficult to operation-
ally define. Critics started questioning whether or not OCBs, as
defined by Organ, were discretionary in nature. Organ (1977), in
response to criticisms, notes that since his original definition, jobs
have moved away from a clearly defined set of tasks and responsi-
bilities and have evolved into much more ambiguous roles. With-
out a defined role, it quickly becomes difficult to define what is
discretionary. OCB has often been compared to contextual perfor-
mance. Similarly to OCB, this concept emerged in response to the
realization that only looking at job specific work behaviors ignored
a significant portion of the job domain. Originally, experts in this
field focused only on activities that directly supported the output
of the organization. As the job market became more aggressive,
it became necessary for employees to go above and beyond that
which is officially required by the job description in order to re-

main competitive. Contextual performance is defined as non-task
related work behaviors and activities that contribute to the social
and psychological aspects of the organization.

LITERATURE REVIEW:

Locus of control refers to one’s belief in his or her abilities to con-
trol life events (Strauser, 2002). In other words, locus of control is
defined as one’s thoughts of his/her belief that his/her own power
or forces out of his/her control are influential in any positive or
negative situation occurring during his/her life (Sardogan, 2006).
The belief of locus of control is related to what reinforcements
have happened throughout the individuals’ lives, namely the re-
sults, prizes, their success or failures, refer to. These attributions
refer not only to chance, fate, and powerful people out of one’s
control, but also to the results of his/her own attitudes (Basim and
Sesen, 2006). While one’s control on his/her own life dependent on
chance, fate and powerful people is explained as external control;
maintaining the individual control over one’s life on his/her own
is described as the internal control (Rotter, 1966). When environ-
mental conditions are not sufficient to explain individuals’ success
or failures, locus of control can facilitate in making these situa-
tions clear. For instance, individuals may sometimes perceive good
and bad events in different ways. To mention that these different
ways are based on external and internal forces (Taylor, 2006). The
concept of locus of control has an essential place in literature in
helping students who have difficulty in learning and attitude. Lo-
cus of control is one of the vital concepts in the context of learning
difficulty and attitude change. This concept covers the idea that
individuals, throughout their lives, analyse the events as their at-
titudes or they believe that those events result from chance, fate or
outside forces (Erdogan, 2003). Rotter (1966), in his study regard-
ing Social Learning Theory, ascertains that some students display
the prizes or reinforcements gained as a result of their knowledge
and abilities while some other students display the forces out of
their control. Rotter (1966), basing on his study, expresses the situ-
ations in which reinforcements occur according to the attitudes of
the individuals as individuals’ locus of control.

In recent years, there has been an increasing interest in the topic of
organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs). Much of this research
(Ball, Trevino, & Sims, 1994; Bateman & Organ, 1983; George, 1990;
George & Bettenhausen, 1990; Moorman, 1991; Munene, 1995; Or-
gan & Konovsky, 1989; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter,
1990; Podsakoff, Niehoff, MacKenzie, & Williams, 1993; Schnake,
1991; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983; Williams & Anderson, 1991 )
has focused on identifying the potential antecedents of OCBs,
apparently under the assumption that these forms of behavior
are functional to the organization. For example, Organ (1988) de-
fined OCBs as “behavior(s) of a discretionary nature that are not
part of the employee’s formal role requirements, but nevertheless
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promote the effective functioning of the organization” Indeed, as
noted by several researchers specializing in this area, the basis
for predicting a relationship between OCBs and performance is
“typically logical and conceptual rather than empirical” (Borman
& Motowidlo, 1993, p. 88) and “rests more on its plausibility than
direct empirical support” (Organ & Konovsky, 1989, p. 157). What
little empirical support there is comes primarily from two stud-
ies (Karambayya, 1989; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994). In the first
study, Karambayya (1989) examined the relationships between
work unit performance and satisfaction and unit members’ citi-
zenshi p behaviors in a sample of 18 intact work groups, comprised
primarily of white-collar and professional employees from 12 dif-
ferent organizations. Karambayya found that members of work
units that were rated as having higher levels of performance and
satisfaction were generally found to display higher levels of citi-
zenship behavior than were members of work units that exhibited
lower levels of performance. In the second study, Podsakoff and
MacKenzie (1994) examined the relationships between OCBs and
organizational performance in a sample of 116 agencies in a ma-
jor insurance company. Consistent with their expectations, they
found that citizenship behaviors accounted for approximately 17%
of the variance in agency level performance.

Many researches have observed that LOC has positive and sig-
nificant affect on OCB and POS where POS does have the same
effect on OCB. (Eisenberger,1986:500, Eisenberger,1990:51, Moor-
man,1995:351, 62 Randall,1999:159, Wayne,1997:82). As a matter of
fact, the positive relationship between POS and OCB has received
strong empirical support. Earlier researchers proved the notion
that the higher the level of POS is, the more likely it is that the
individual will perform voluntary behaviors that are beneficial to
the organization (Eisenberger,1990:51, Wayne,1997:82). Shore and
Wayne (1997:774) also maintained that POS was a better predictor
of OCB than the foregone organizational commitment concepts.
Furthermore, Eisenberger and colleagues found that employees
with higher level of POS felt more obligated to help the organiza-
tion to reach its objectives, committed themselves more to the or-
ganization, and engaged more in spontaneous behaviors as well as
in-role performance.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE STUDY:

As per literature review studied total three Locsu of Control di-
mensions are considered to be appropriate and taken up for this
correlation study between Locus of Control and Organizational
Citizenship Behavior among the various levels of employees in
Surat Region.

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY:

To find out the type of Locus of Control prevailing among the vari-
ous level of employees of Surat Region

To identify the correlation between Locus of Control and Organi-
zational Citizenship behavior.

HYPOTHESIS:
Statement 1: There is a negative correlation between Locus of con-
trol and Organizational Citizenship Behavior.

SAMPLING AND METHOD OF ANALYSIS:

The Population of the study is the employees of different organiza-
tion of Surat region. The respondents have been selected by simple
random sampling technique through structured questionnaire.
The questions are measured by using Likert five point scales. The
data & Information have been collected from 250 employees and
limited to year 2015.

RESULTS ANALYSIS:

As per the mean value most of the employees have Internal Lo-
cus of Control. It means they think that whatever happens around
them is because of their own actions. It means whether they get
success or failure; all will be due to their own efforts and not due to
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any other external factors or luck. Whereas most of the employees
have good organizational citizenship behavior. It means they all
are respecting code of conduct which usually an ideal employee
follows even when no one is watching him.

ANOVA results shows that Internal Locus of Control variance with
the Experience and marital status of the employee. It means that
response on internal locus of control gets varies as per the differ-
ence in experience and marital status of employees. We found that
Locus of Control (Chance) and Locus of Control (Luck) has signifi-
cant variance with age and designation. It shows that response on
that Locus of Control (Chance) and Locus of Control (Luck) is dif-
ferent based on different age and designation of employees. While
Organizational Citizenship behavior shows significant variance
with Experience of the employee. And at last Organizational Citi-
zenship behavior has significant variance with age which means
there is a difference in organizational citizenship behavour among
male and female.

Correlation Analysis- Variables (LOC (Internal), LOC (E-
Chance), LOC (E-Luck), OCB)

LOC LOC(E- |LOC
(Internal) [Chance)|(E-Luck) 0CB |LOC
ocg |Pearson. | 19 2019|027 |1 |-029
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) [.812 674 .824 0.584
N 239 239 239 239  [239
Pearson o " "
LOC Correlation .685(**)  .657(**) |.589(**) |-.029 |1
Sig. (2-tailed) |0.000 0.000 0.000 0.584
N 239 239 239 239 (239

Above correlation analysis exhibits that there is positive correla-
tion between Internal Locus of Control and Organizational Citi-
zenship behavior. External Locus of Control (Chance) & External
Locus of Control (Luck) and Organizational Citizenship Behavior
have negative correlation but it’s not significant for the sample of
the study. This finding is consistent with the many literature re-
view that internals are better than externals in performance and
obeying company rules.

CONCLUSION:

In this research our efforts were to examine the relationship be-
tween Locus of Control and Organizational Citizenship Behavior
with reference to employees of Surat region. The most of the em-
ployees found to have more of internal locus of control then ex-
ternal locus of control. Response on internal locus of control gets
varies as per the difference in experience and marital status of em-
ployees. Locus of Control (Chance) and Locus of Control (Luck)
has significant variance with age and designation. Organizational
Citizenship behavior shows significant variance with Experience
of the employee. There is positive correlation between Internal Lo-
cus of Control and Organizational Citizenship behavior. External
Locus of Control (Chance) & External Locus of Control (Luck) and
Organizational Citizenship Behavior have negative correlation. By
this we conclude that companies should not only keep track on
citizenship behavior of employees but they must go to root cause
that is type of locus of control prevailing in employees. Once it is
identified company should promote developing internal locus of
control among employees to ensure good organizational citizen-
ship behavior in employees.
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