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This study examines the role of social network ties in the performance and receipt of interpersonal
citizenship behavior (ICB), one form of organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). A field study
involving 141 employees of a manufacturing firm provided evidence that social network ties are related
to the performance and receipt of ICB. Results support hypothesized relationships, which are based on
social exchange theory, suggesting strength of friendship is related to performance and receipt of ICB.
Support was also found for impression management-based hypotheses suggesting that asymmetric
influence and 3rd-party influence are related to the performance and receipt of ICB. These relationships
were significant when controlling for job satisfaction, commitment, procedural justice, hierarchical level,
demographic similarity, and job similarity. Implications and directions for future research are addressed.
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Since Katz’s (1964) suggestion that organizations depending
entirely on job descriptions to elicit employee behaviors would be
likely to experience poor performance, there has been a great deal
of research on extrarole behaviors in organizations. Bateman and
Organ (1983) operationalized the construct organizational citizen-
ship behavior (OCB) and set in motion 20 years of intense study
on the subject (Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
Paine, & Bachrach, 2000; Tepper & Taylor, 2003; Wagener &
Rush, 2000; Organ, 1988; Podsakoff, Ahearne, & MacKenzie,
1997; Koys, 2001; MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Ahearne, 1998). One
important component of OCB is interpersonal citizenship behavior
(ICB) (Settoon & Mossholder, 2002), also referred to as altruism
(Moorman, 1993), helping (Lepine & Van Dyne, 2001), or OCB-I
(Williams & Anderson, 1991).

Interpersonal citizenship behavior occurs when coworkers assist
one another beyond their job requirements in such a way that
results, either directly or indirectly, in enhanced individual job
performance and ultimately contributes to group and organiza-
tional functioning (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Settoon & Moss-
holder, 2002). This includes helping as defined by Van Dyne and
LePine (1998), task-focused ICB as defined by Settoon and Moss-
holder (2002), and altruism as defined by Organ (1988). ICB tends
to be more task oriented in nature but overlaps with definitions of
person-focused ICB (Settoon & Mossholder, 2002), interpersonal

facilitation such as cooperation and consideration (Van Scotter &
Motowidlo, 1996), cooperating with others (Borman & Moto-
widlo, 1997), and the more broad social participation (Van Dyne,
Graham, & Dienesch, 1994). For example, when an employee
volunteers to help a fellow employee complete a project, perform
a task, or solve a problem, he or she would be performing ICB
(Organ, 1988; Moorman, Blakely & Niehoff, 1998). Interpersonal
citizenship behaviors enhance individual and group productivity,
free up resources, increase coordination, and aid in the mainte-
nance of a favorable work climate even more than do noninter-
personally focused OCB (Podsakoff et al., 2000).

We focus on ICB rather than the broader construct of OCB because
research has suggested a focus on correlates unique to specific ele-
ments of OCB (Podsakoff et al., 2000; Settoon & Mossholder, 2002).
Whereas some research suggests that various elements of OCB are
correlated (Lepine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002), other researchers have
shown that employees choose which of the OCB elements they will
perform rather than performing all types of OCB uniformly (Settoon
& Mossholder, 2002; Organ, 1997; Van Dyne, Cummings, &
McLean-Parks, 1995). Various elements of OCB are different and
have different correlates. This difference is especially evident between
the two broad categories of OCB: OCB-O (organizationally focused)
and OCB-I (individually focused; Williams & Anderson, 1991). ICB
requires a specific recipient, which is not necessary for the perfor-
mance of other elements of OCB.

When choosing to perform different OCB elements, employees
consider both the target and/or the beneficiary of the behavior
(Settoon & Mossholder, 2002; Williams & Anderson, 1991). In-
dividually focused ICB has a different target, another employee,
than does organizationally focused OCB. For example, employees
who do not have positive feelings toward the organization (such as
job satisfaction) may be unlikely to perform OCB directed at the
organization. However, these same individuals may have friends in
the organization and want to help their friends and/or help others
in order to manage others’ impressions of them. From an impres-
sion management perspective the same individual may help others

Wm. Matthew Bowler, Department of Management, College of Busi-
ness Administration, University of North Texas; Daniel J. Brass, Gatton
College of Business & Economics, University of Kentucky.

We thank Carrie Bowler, Michelle Duffy, Jason Shaw, Krish Mu-
ralidhar, Monica Kern, Steve Borgatti, Matthew T. Seevers, Vicki Good-
win, Mark Bolino, and Katherine Klein for their insightful comments on
drafts of this article.

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Wm.
Matthew Bowler, 317G College of Business Administration, University
of North Texas, P.O. Box 305429, Denton, TX 76201. E-mail:
bowlerm@unt.edu

Journal of Applied Psychology Copyright 2006 by the American Psychological Association
2006, Vol. 91, No. 1, 70–82 0021-9010/06/$12.00 DOI: 10.1037/0021-9010.91.1.70

70



that they do not like in order to manage their image within the
organization. These things suggest that ICB is substantially differ-
ent from the other OCB elements. Following the suggestions to dig
deeper into the specific elements of OCB and to inform the debate
regarding the relationship between OCB elements (Podsakoff et
al., 2000; Settoon & Mossholder, 2002), our study focuses on ICB.

Historically, antecedents to OCB included attitudinal variables
such as organizational commitment, job satisfaction, or, more
recently, procedural justice (Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Podsakoff
et al., 2000; Tepper & Taylor, 2003; Wagener & Rush, 2000). Still
other research has examined job and individual characteristics of
helping and help seeking (Anderson & Williams, 1996). These
individual, attitudinal variables that provide good explanatory
power fail to account for the interpersonal nature of ICB (Kors-
gaard, Meglino, & Lester, 1997). Our study shifts the focus from
individual attitudinal variables to relational variables such as in-
terpersonal friendship and influence. To examine these interper-
sonal relationships, we use social network analysis, a perspective
specifically designed to focus on relationships. As Anderson and
Williams (1996) suggest, ICB “processes can be understood by
using a dyadic (relationship) framework” (p. 293). A social net-
work perspective assumes that an individual’s behavior is not
driven solely by his or her personal disposition or attitudes. In-
stead, the characteristics of relationships and the networks of
relationships affect the attitudes and behavior of individual net-
work actors (Scott, 2000). Controlling for individual attitudes, we
focus our study on the relational ties between individuals and how
these relationships relate to the performance and receipt of ICB.
By focusing on the interpersonal relationships suggested by a
social network perspective, we are able to not only predict who
will perform ICB but also who will receive ICB.

Though two people might reciprocate each other’s ICB, it is
probable that not all ICB is reciprocated and that those who receive
ICB are not necessarily the same people who are likely to perform
ICB. For example, influential employees may be the recipients of
ICB but not necessarily the performers of ICB. It is not necessary
for employees to help only those individuals that help them; they
may pass on the help to others in a “pay it forward,” pass it on
manner. Additionally, there may be conceptual differences in the
correlates of the performance and receipt of ICB. On the basis of
these reasons, it is important to study ICB performance and receipt
as separate, but related, variables.

Receipt of ICB is a construct rarely studied in previous OCB
research, although prior research based on attribution theory has
examined reasons why coworkers choose to help low performers
(Jackson & LePine, 2003). Still other research has examined job
and individual characteristics of helping and help seeking (Ander-
son & Williams, 1996). Our research complements this prior work
by examining the relationships between coworkers by using social
network analysis as a tool to determine the types of relationships
that lead to ICB receipt.

A social network perspective suggests that relationships are
important, and social network analysis provides the analytic tools
for studying relationships. However, our study is driven by two
theories that suggest relationships are important in understanding
ICB. First, many studies of OCB have used social exchange theory
(Blau, 1964, 1986) as the basis for predicting citizenship behavior.
Social exchange theory predicts that when employers provide their
employees with positive work experiences, the employees will

reciprocate through the performance of OCB. Despite the ex-
change focus of this theory, OCB researchers have largely failed to
address the possible exchange between employees; rather, the
focus has been on attitudinal variables such as job satisfaction that
reflect an exchange between employee and organization. Research
has largely ignored individual relationships between employees.

In addition to social exchange theory, some researchers view
OCB as an attempt at impression management (Bolino, 1999).
This view suggests that extra effort and performance are efforts to
enhance others’ opinions of the employee rather than attempting to
reciprocate an organization’s actions. Impression management is
inherently relational—it involves one individual impressing an-
other. Thus, it also suggests that relationships between employees
may be important in the study of ICB.

We use both social exchange theory and impression management
theory to suggest relationships that may be related to ICB. These two
theories are not mutually exclusive or incompatible. It is possible that
employees perform a particular ICB for both social exchange and
impression management reasons. Our rationale for the hypotheses is
based on the theory that seems more likely to explain the behavior.
Figure 1 outlines the hypotheses that we address.

Social Exchange and Strength of Friendship

Although OCB researchers have suggested that employees will
reciprocate feelings of job satisfaction and commitment through
the performance of OCB, these researchers have not considered
reciprocation between individuals. Although it seems intuitive that
friends will perform ICB for each other, this relationship has
largely been ignored in previous OCB research. We test this
prediction by examining the strength of friendship ties among
employees. Strong friendship ties lead to reciprocity and social
exchange. Friendship facilitates the allowance of short-term ineq-
uity necessary in order for social exchange to occur. Following
social exchange theory, the performer of an ICB must feel that
although ICB performed for another will not be immediately
reciprocated, equitable reciprocation will occur sometime in the
future. It is also possible that no reciprocation is expected; em-
ployees perform ICB simply because they like another person. Not
only are you likely to perform ICB for a friend, you are also likely
to receive ICB from a friend. Alternatively, if employees are
linked only by a weak relationship with little familiarity and little
or no prior exchange experiences, the probability of performance
or receipt of ICB will be low. Therefore, we expect that the
strength of friendship between two actors will be associated with
both the performance and receipt of ICB.

Hypothesis 1A: Strength of friendship will be positively re-
lated to performance of ICB.

Hypothesis 1B: Strength of friendship will be positively re-
lated to receipt of ICB.

Social Exchange and Third-Party Friendship

Third-party friendships (friend of a friend) are those in which
two individuals who are not friends are connected to a common
friend by a strong friendship tie. Social exchange theory suggests
the possibility of exchange between third-party friendships. Two
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people who are not themselves friends but are both friends with a
common third party would be expected to help each other. This
exchange could manifest itself for a number of reasons. First, the
ICB performer could be performing the behavior with the expec-
tation of some reciprocation eventually flowing back to him or her
through the string of strong-tie friendships. Second, using balance
theory (Heider, 1958) as a lens, two people tied to the third party
should hold similar attitudes and share common values such as
trust and reciprocity. This congruence could lead to a belief that
helping a person to whom an individual is indirectly tied should
result in future reciprocation of helping among all three parties.
Finally, the helper might perform an ICB because he or she
believes that helping the third-party friend might benefit the shared
friend. Therefore, two individuals not connected by a direct friend-
ship, but connected by a strong friendship tie to a common third
party, should both perform and receive ICB.

Hypothesis 2A: Third-party friendships will be positively
related to performance of ICB.

Hypothesis 2B: Third-party friendships will be positively
related to receipt of ICB.

Social Exchange, Impression Management,
and Social Dependence

Asymmetric relationships are dyads demonstrating unbalanced re-
ciprocation between the two parties; one party is dependent on the
other. Two types of asymmetric relationships are possible: social and
influence. First, the relationship may be socially asymmetric at the
dyadic level. Socially asymmetric relationships are characterized by

the dependent individual liking the other without receiving recipro-
cation (Carley & Krackhardt, 1991; Brass, Butterfield, & Skaggs,
1998). From a social exchange perspective, an individual performing
an ICB directed at a person that he or she likes but who does
reciprocate the friendship could be performing the ICB because of a
general fondness of the other and/or an attempt to develop a reciprocal
friendship. From an impression management perspective, the depen-
dent individual may attempt impression management through ingra-
tiation in order to change the image the other, independent individual
has of him or her (Baumeister, Wotman, & Stillwell, 1993). Impres-
sion management is the desire to be viewed favorably by others
(Rosenfeld, Giacalone, & Riordan, 1995; Bolino, 1999). Ingratiation
is defined as favor-doing in an attempt to be seen as likable (Jones &
Pittman, 1980). These impression management motives differ from
social exchange because they are not favors done because of liking or
the expectation of future reciprocation. They are done with the hope
of changing the other’s opinion. For example, in a meta-analysis,
Gordon (1996) found a relationship between ingratiatory behavior and
judgments of interpersonal liking by the target person. Therefore, it is
expected that, in asymmetric social relationships, the dependent indi-
vidual will perform ICB directed at the independent other. It is also
unlikely, however, that the dependent individual will receive ICB
from the person who is the target of his or her ICB because that person
has no need to impress the dependent other.

Hypothesis 3A: Social dependence in asymmetric social re-
lationships will be positively related to performance of ICB.

Hypothesis 3B: Social dependence in asymmetric social re-
lationships will be negatively related to receipt of ICB.

Figure 1. Solid lines represent positive relationships, and dashed lines represent negative relationships.
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Impression Management and Relational Influence

The second type of asymmetric relationship is based on asym-
metry of influence. The status of an individual in an organization
reflects the relative influence one person has over another. This
power gives the higher status individual the ability to influence,
directly or indirectly, outcomes of the lower status individual.
Outcomes of power and influence include availability of resources
necessary for success such as expert information, social capital,
access to leaders, promotions, raises, and association with the
powerful other (Tedeschi, 1981).

Relative to influence asymmetry, impression management
would suggest that ICB is performed in order to facilitate the
development of a reputation of being tied to a high-status or
influential person. Tedeschi (1981) refers to attempts to be known
by the company that we keep through reputational ties to important
individuals as basking in the reflected glory (Cialdini et al., 1976).
In a network study, Kilduff and Krackhardt (1994) found evidence
that basking was beneficial in managing one’s reputation for good
performance. According to Brown (1985), individuals with asym-
metric organizational influence are not as able to provide equiva-
lent resources to each other such as expert information, capital, or
access to individuals, as are those employees who have similar
levels of organizational influence. Because social exchange rela-
tionships are based on equivalence between exchange partners, an
exchange relationship between the two employees of unequal
influence is not likely. The higher influence actor clearly has little
to gain from providing services to the low-influence individual.
Lower influence individuals have a great deal to gain from ingra-
tiating and/or being tied with those of higher influence. For ex-
ample, Gordon (1996) found that impression management behav-
iors directed at a supervisor were associated with enhanced
performance evaluations of the performer. Wayne and Green
(1993) also found support for a relationship between dependency
and impression management. In that study, high levels of leader
member exchange were associated with impression management
motives. Therefore, those who are relatively influential in an
asymmetric influence dyad should be targets of ICB while per-
forming little, if any, ICB for the less influential dyad member.
Those of higher influence have less to gain from those of lower
influence.

Hypothesis 4A: Relational influence in asymmetric influence
relationships will be negatively related to performance of
ICB.

Hypothesis 4B: Relational influence in asymmetric influence
relationships will be positively related to receipt of ICB.

Impression Management and Third-Party Influence

Impression management also may predict the performance of
ICB if a powerful third party might observe such behavior. For
example, on the basis of impression management theory, Bolino
(1999) suggested that an audience would enhance the frequency of
OCB. Additionally, the presence of an influential third party may
have a greater effect on the image of the individual than if the ICB
is observed by an audience of similar or lower status individuals.
Directing ICB toward those employees tied directly as a friend to
influential employees could increase the value of the image en-

hancement received from performing the ICB. First, the influential
other could witness the behavior first hand. Second, by performing
ICB for the friend of an influential person, the individual could
alter the image of himself or herself held by the influential other by
creating a positive image in the eyes of the shared, third-party
friend. Support for this idea is found in balance theory (Heider,
1958), which suggests that individuals seek congruency of atti-
tudes with those to whom they are socially tied. Therefore, if the
friend of an influential individual holds a positive image of the
ICB performer, it could affect the ICB performer’s image in the
eyes of the influential individual.

A number of researchers have found support for such third-party
effects on attitudes (e.g., Kandel, 1978; Krackhardt & Kilduff,
1999; Smith, 1989; Labianca, Brass, & Gray, 1998). Labianca and
colleagues (1998) found support for the effects of third parties on
perceptions of intergroup conflict that mirrored the findings of
Gilovich (1987). Gilovich found that gossip between two people
about a third party actually had stronger effects on social judg-
ments than did first-hand information because the information
from the third party was simplified and decontextualized. Along
with creating positive image effects, the performance of ICB also
could block image-damaging negative gossip by the ICB recipient
to others such as influential third parties. Therefore, on the basis of
impression management motives, individuals who are tied to in-
fluential members of the organization are likely to be the benefi-
ciaries of ICB.

Hypothesis 5: Third-party influence (friendship with an in-
fluential other) will be positively related to receipt of ICB.

Method

Sample

The setting for this study was a small manufacturing firm in a midsized
town in the Midwestern United States. The firm manufactures and sells
corrugated cardboard and related products. The company employs 175
people, ranging from company president to general laborers. Usable re-
sponses were received from 141 individuals, 81% of the sample.

Dependent Variables

Like Wagner and Rush (2000), we used a form of peer rating to measure
ICB performance. In contrast to their study, which used two peers to rate
a fellow employee’s frequency of ICB, this study asked all employees to
indicate the people from whom they receive ICB. In order to assess those
responsible for performing ICB, as well as those receiving ICB, a network
measure was developed that tapped the network of ICB flow among
employees. Each employee was presented with a list of 174 fellow em-
ployees and asked to indicate on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (helps
almost none) to 5 (helps a lot) the extent of help beyond that required by
the job each other employee gives him or her. The method used in this
study, providing a roster and asking questions about each person on the
roster, is a common, acceptable technique for obtaining highly reliable
measures (Marsden, 1990; Labianca, Brass, & Gray, 1998). The result of
this measure was a valued adjacency matrix (zero to five); each cell in the
matrix contains the value (from one to five) indicating the extent to which
one person (row) receives ICB from another person (column). It indicates
who in the organization receives ICB and from whom they receive ICB.

The columns in the matrix represent the amount of ICB performance by
an individual as rated by all others in the organization. Therefore, to create
a matrix of ICB performance, the matrix was transposed (rows become
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columns and columns become rows). The result was a matrix in which row
values represent the amount of ICB that an individual performs for each
other person. The two matrices were used as dependent variables to test
hypotheses with the Multiple Regression Quadratic Assignment Procedure
(MRQAP) described below. Examples and further description of network
transformations appear in the Appendix.

Independent Variables

Strength of friendship. Information for the friendship network was
collected by using a list of employees similar to that used for the ICB
network. The strength of the friendship relationship between two actors
was measured by asking employees to indicate whether they did not know
the person (scored 0), whether the person is an acquaintance (scored 1), a
friend (scored 2), or a close friend (scored 3). This resulted in a valued
adjacency matrix, the friendship matrix, in which relationships are indi-
cated by a number ranging from zero to three. The information was
preserved in a directional matrix that reflects whether one, both, or neither
of the parties indicated a friendship relationship. This information provided
a directional indication of liking for each pair that was later used to
calculate asymmetric social relationships.

Third-party friendship. In order to identify third-party friendships, the
friendship matrix was first dichotomized so that “friend” (value of 2) or
“close friend” (value of 3) were recoded as one, and all values of one
(acquaintance) or zero (do not know) were coded as zero. This isolated the
“friend” and “close friend” relationships from nonrelationships and “ac-
quaintances.” The geodesic distance, or minimum number of relationship
ties necessary for linking two individuals, was then calculated between
each dyad. Those who are directly connected received a value of one,
two-step connections (friend of a friend) received a value of two, and
three-step connections (friend of a friend of a friend) received three, and so
forth. To focus on third-party friendships (friend of a friend), all relational
distances other than two were coded as zero, and values of distances of two
were coded as one. This produced a dichotomous matrix in which values
of one represented third-party friendships.

Social dependence. Asymmetric relationships are those in which one
actor indicates a relationship that is not reciprocated by the other actor. The
asymmetric social relationship is indicated in the friendship matrix by
different numbers between two individuals on opposite sides of the diag-
onal. In order to test hypotheses 3A and 3B, which tested a relationship
between asymmetric friendships and ICB, a transposed version of the
friendship matrix was subtracted from the original friendship matrix to
create a third matrix of scores that represents the asymmetry in strength of
friendship between any two parties.

Relational influence. To capture individual influence, all participants
rated each other’s level of influence in the organization on a scale ranging
from 1 ( very little influence) to 5 ( a great deal of influence). The columns
of this matrix represent an individual’s influence score as rated by all
others in the organization. To generate a single influence score for each
person, the columns were totaled and divided by 141. The resulting score
was then used to create a valued influence matrix of repeating columns of
influence scores. The repeating columns of the influence score represent
the fact that despite the relationship being assessed, individual influence
scores as assessed by all others do not change. This method of calculating
influence has been used previously and shown to be reliable (Brass &
Burkhardt, 1993). Including this variable in the study assessed the degree
to which others’ aggregated perceptions of an individual’s influence within
the organization are related to performance or receipt of ICB.

Third-party influence. Hypothesis 5 posited that people who are
friends with an influential other would receive ICB, regardless of their own
level of influence. In order to identify third-party influence, the average
influence of each person’s most influential friend was entered for the focal
individual. For each person, this resulted in a single value that represented
their most influential friend’s influence score. The third-party influence

score was used to create a matrix of repeating columns of third-party
influence.

Control Variables

Many studies have demonstrated the relationship between OCB and job
satisfaction (Wagener & Rush, 2000), affective organizational commitment
(Podsakoff et al., 2000), and procedural justice (Niehoff & Moorman,
1993; Tepper & Taylor, 2003). Therefore, this study controlled for these
three variables. The use of these controls makes it possible to show the
effects of structural network variables beyond the variance accounted for
by previously studied attitudinal variables.

For each of the attitudinal variables, a matrix was created that contained
repeating columns of the individual’s score on the measure for use in the
MRQAP. Repetition of the columns indicates that a person’s attitude
remains the same regardless of the person for whom he or she performs
ICB. This provided the ability to test, and control for, the possibility that
ICB was performed because of an attitude toward the organization rather
than a relationship with the recipient. An example of these matrices appears
in the Appendix (Matrix G).

Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured by using a three-item
scale from the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) that taps
individual affective and cognitive liking of his or her job (Price & Mueller,
1986). The three items in the scale are: “All in all I am satisfied with my
job,” “In general, I don’t like my job,” and, “In general, I like working
here.” Responses were given on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Affective commitment. Affective organizational commitment was mea-
sured by using a six-item scale developed by Meyer and Allen (1997). A
sample item is “I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own.”
Responses were measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Procedural justice. Procedural justice was measured by using Niehoff
and Moorman’s (1993) 10-item scale. Responses were on a 5-point Likert-
type scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). A
sample item is “My supervisors make decisions in an unbiased manner.”

Demographic similarity control variables. In addition to the above
control variables, several demographic variables were measured, including
respondent gender, age, race, education level, job tenure, hierarchical level,
and hours worked per week. A square matrix of difference scores was
created by using the UCINET VI (Borgatti, Everett, & Freeman, 1999)
program for each demographic control variable. Scores in the cells of the
matrix indicate the difference between an individual and each other person
in the network on the same demographic variable. Through the use of these
demographic similarity variables, the MRQAP assesses the degree to
which ICB performance and receipt is a function of the demographic
similarity between two individuals. The race difference variable was re-
coded so that all nonzeros were coded to one because the variable was
categorical. Hierarchical level of each employee was calculated by assign-
ing the company president the value one, and values of two, three, and so
forth were assigned to the cascading levels of the organizational chart. This
value was held constant in a repeating columns matrix to control for formal
influence.

Analysis

Because the observations used to create social network variables are not
independent, traditional regression techniques are not sufficient for anal-
ysis of the data in this study. Social network calculations were performed
by using the UCINET VI procedure that regresses individual cells of a
dependent network matrix on the corresponding cells in multiple network
matrices (independent variables), referred to as MRQAP. This procedure is
robust against autocorrelation in the rows and columns of relational data
(Kilduff & Krackhardt, 1994). For example, Person A’s indication of
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friendship with Person B would be located in row 1, column 2 in the
friendship matrix, and Person A’s indication of receipt of ICB from Person
B would be located in the corresponding cell (row 1, column 12) in the ICB
receipt matrix. The MRQAP correlates the cell representing the relation-
ship between Persons A and B (row 1, column 2) in the friendship matrix
with the corresponding A/B cell (row 1, column 2) in the ICB receipt
matrix. Correlating all cells between all individuals in the networks results
in a Pearson correlation between the two network variables.

The second step of the MRQAP generates random permutations of the
independent matrix and then computes the regression and saves the result-
ing r2 values and all coefficients. Step two is repeated 2,000 times to
calculate standard errors for the statistics of interest. For each variable, the
procedure computes the proportion of coefficients generated from the
random permutations that are as extreme as the coefficient generated in
Step 1. Low proportions of random permutations, such as less than .05,
suggest that there is a low likelihood that the relationship between the
matrices of interest occurred by chance, and thus a significant relationship
is suggested (Labianca et al., 1998; Borgatti et al., 1999). Regression
involving multiple independent matrices simply controls for the correlation
between the dependent and other independent matrices in the equation.

Results

Univariate and Bivariate Statistics

Table 1 includes means, standard deviations, and intercorrela-
tions between all the variables. A few of the correlations merit
comment at this point. The demographic control variables and
attitude variables that one might expect to cause two people to
perform ICB for each other did not demonstrate significance in the
bivariate correlations. These correlations are explored further in
the Discussion section. The correlation between strength of friend-
ship and third-party friendship was �.81 for this sample. This
correlation is because almost all employees were connected to
each other when including both direct and third-party friendships.
Therefore, the result is a third-party friendship matrix that is nearly
the opposite of the direct friendship matrix and the strong negative
correlation. There is also a significant negative correlation between
relational influence and social dependence which is likely because
a less influential person is more likely to indicate a more influen-
tial person as a friend than for the opposite to occur. In addition,
the correlation between relational influence and ICB receipt of r �
.27 is less than the correlation between third-party influence and
ICB receipt of r � .50. This suggests that the employee’s relational
influence score is somehow implicit within the third-party influ-
ence score resulting in a higher correlation of ICB receipt with
third-party influence than with dyadic relational influence.

Regression Results

We tested our hypotheses by using MRQAP. We entered the
control variable first, followed by the hypothesized variables. Two
models, one for ICB performance and one for ICB receipt were
tested. Results of the regression analyses appear in Table 2.

The control variables did not explain a significant portion of the
variance in either model as a whole, despite one variable (hierar-
chical level) demonstrating significance in the regression equation
for both ICB Performance (B � �.09, p � .01) and ICB Receipt
(B � .15, p � .05). The complete models predicting the perfor-
mance of ICB and receipt of ICB explained significantly more
variance than did the control variables, F(5, 5309) � 512.40, p �

.01, for ICB performance, and F(5, 5513) � 750.85, p � .01.
Results for individual hypotheses within the overall models are
discussed below.

Strength of friendship. Hypothesis 1A proposed that the
strength of friendship between two people is positively associated
with the performance of ICB in the relationship. The results
indicated a significant relationship (B � .45, p � .001) between
strength of friendship and performance of ICB. Therefore, hypoth-
esis 1A was supported, suggesting that individuals perform ICB
for their strong-tie friends. Hypothesis 1B tested the relationship
between strength of friendship and the receipt of ICB. Results
indicated a significant relationship (B � .41, p � .001) between
strength of friendship and receipt of ICB. Therefore, Hypothesis
1B was supported, suggesting that individuals receive ICB from
their friends.

Third-party friendships. Hypotheses 2A and 2B tested the
relationship between third-party friendships, being the friend of a
friend, and ICB. Neither hypothesis was supported.

Asymmetric social relationships. Hypotheses 3A and 3B
tested relationships between asymmetric friendship ties and receipt
and performance of ICB. Hypothesis 3A, which predicted a pos-
itive relationship between positions of social dependence and
performance of ICB, was not supported. The relationship between
social dependence and performance of ICB was significant but in
the opposite direction. Social dependence was negatively related to
the performance of ICB. Hypothesis 3B, which predicted a nega-
tive relationship between positions of social dependence and re-
ceipt of ICB from the object of the tie was supported (B � �.11,
p � .01).

Asymmetric influence relationships. Hypotheses 4A and 4B
related ICB performance and receipt to an individual’s influence in
a dyadic asymmetric influence relationship. The predicted negative
relationship between relational influence and ICB performance
(Hypothesis 4A) was supported (B � �.32, p � .001). Thus,
Hypothesis 4A was supported. Those with relative influence in the
dyad are not likely to perform ICB for those with less influence.
The predicted positive relationship between receipt of ICB and
one’s relative influence in a dyad (Hypothesis 4B) was supported
(B � .11, p � .05). This finding indicates that those with more
influence are likely to receive ICB from less influential others.

Third-party influence. Hypothesis 5 suggested that people
who are friends with an influential person benefit from the receipt
of ICB. Hypothesis 5 was supported (B � .28, p � .01). This
suggests that, regardless of one’s informal influence or hierarchical
level, those who are friends of influential others receive more ICB
than those who have less influential friends.

Discussion

Overall, the results of this study suggest that relationships within
organizations are important factors in the performance and receipt
of ICB. Results supported hypotheses based on both social ex-
change theory and impression management theory. This suggests
that both motives drive the performance and receipt of ICB. These
findings further the study of OCB, and in particular ICB, by
shifting the focus from individual attitudinal variables to relation-
ship variables. Indeed, in our study the traditional attitudinal
variables (job satisfaction, commitment, and procedural justice)
that typically relate to OCB did not relate to the performance or
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receipt of ICB. This supports the distinction between organization-
ally oriented citizenship behavior and ICB. Individuals may per-
form ICB for friends and influential others regardless of their level
of job satisfaction, commitment, or perceptions of procedural
justice.

The control variables measuring demographic similarity also
did not significantly relate to the performance or receipt of ICB.
This finding seems to contradict research on similarity/attrac-
tion and homophily—the preference for interacting with similar
others (e.g., Mehra et al., 1998). Because the average tenure of
our respondents was 11.42 years, obvious similarity indicators
such as race, gender, age, and so forth may prove to be less
important than similarity in personality or values (similarity
indicators that require long-term interaction). That is, similarity
on easily observable characteristics such as race, gender, and
age may foster interaction in the short term or in acquaintance-
ship situations, but long-term relationships and ICB may be
based on similarity of less easily observable indicators. Another
possibility is that proximity overrides attribute similarity when
it comes to ICB and organizations. We more frequently have the
opportunity to perform ICB for those people who are proximal
to us, regardless of whether they are similar to us in race,
gender, age, and so forth.

Friendship was a key variable in the models predicting ICB
performance and ICB receipt. Individuals provide ICB for those
whom they like. This complements prior social network research
on the value of strong (friendship) and weak (acquaintance) ties.
For example, Granovetter’s (1982) weak tie theory suggests the
value of search and transfer of simple information through weak
ties (see also Hansen, 1999). Although weak ties may be helpful in
search and transfer of easily codifiable information such as job
openings, our results suggest that strong ties (friendship) are nec-

essary for the performance of ICB. Strong ties have greater moti-
vation to be of assistance.

However, contrary to Hypotheses 2A and 2B, third-party
friendship was negatively and significantly related to ICB per-
formance and receipt. Also, in Table 1, we noted that strength
of friendship was negatively correlated with third-party friend-
ship. This may be because friends of friends are likely to be
friends themselves and are thus included in the direct friendship
measure. That is, if A and B are friends, and A and C are
friends, B and C are also likely to be friends. This is based on
balance theory and extensively discussed in Granovetter’s
(1973) classic article on the strength of weak ties. Thus, if B
and C are indeed friends, the ICB relationship between B and C
is included in our analysis of direct friendship and omitted from
our third-party analysis. Of course, it is possible that B and C
are not direct friends. This would likely occur if, for some
reason, B does not know C, or if B knows C but does not like
C. In both cases, we would expect negative relationships with
ICB. Our third-party friendship matrix may be capturing the
exceptional relationships in which B and C are not already
linked by friendship. If B does not know C or dislikes C, this
would explain the negative relationship between ICB and third-
party friendships.

Asymmetric social (friendship) relationships had an overall
negative impact on the performance and receipt of ICB. Social
dependence related negatively to receipt of ICB, as hypothe-
sized. However, an unexpected significant negative relationship
emerged between social dependence and performance of ICB
(opposite of Hypothesis 2B). This suggests that some level of
social balance is necessary between two individuals for perfor-
mance of ICB to occur. This may also indicate that the socially
dependent person may be aware of this lack of reciprocity. In
extended terms, this is the case of “unreciprocated love.” The
dependent party may be hurt or angry that the friendship is not
reciprocated and thus would be less likely to perform ICB
toward the “offending” party.

Asymmetric influence was also related to ICB performance and
receipt. The more influential individual was unlikely to provide
ICB to the less influential individual. The more influential the
person was, however, the more likely he or she was to report
receiving ICB from the less influential member of the dyad. These
findings would suggest that higher status individuals have little to
gain in terms of image management, resource allocations, or
reciprocation from performing ICB for the lower status individual.
On the other hand, the increased receipt of ICB by higher status
individuals from lower status individuals suggests that the lower
status individual could be trying to manage the impressions made
on the higher status individual. Our study also found results for
third-party influence. Receipt of ICB was positively related to
having an influential friend. These results support an impression
management perspective on ICB. They also complement previous
social network research showing reputational (Kilduff & Krack-
hardt, 1994) and promotional benefits (Brass, 1984) from connec-
tions to influential others.

Our results showed that the correlation between ICB receipt and
third-party influence was stronger than the correlation between
ICB receipt and relational influence. This may be because people
are more likely to interact with people of similar influence (Brass
& Burkhardt, 1992) and thus would have more opportunity to

Table 2
Results of Multiple Regression Quadratic Assignment Procedure

Variable

ICB performance ICB receipt

Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2

Age similarity �.03 �.01 �.04 �.02
Gender similarity .04 .02 �.01 .03
Race similarity .02 .01 �.03 �.03
Education similarity �.01 .02 .01 �.01
Hours/week similarity �.01 .03 .02 .01
Tenure similarity .01 .05 .02 .02
Hierarchical level �.09** .08 .15* .04
Affective

commitment .02 �.02 .11 .01
Job satisfaction �.05 .01 .13 .07
Procedural justice .02 .03 .01 .04
Strength of friendship .45*** .41***
Third-party friendship �.01 .00
Social dependence �.39*** �.11***
Relational influence �.32*** .11***
Third-party influence na .28***

R2 .011 .279*** .061 .365***

Note. Values are standardized beta weights. ICB � interpersonal citizen-
ship behavior.
* p � .05. ** p � .01. *** p � .001.
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perform ICB for friends of influential people (who may likely be
less influential than their influential friend). This would assume
that access to friends of influential people is easier than access to
the actual influential people.

Our research adds to the social network research on influence in
organizations. Prior research has shown that central actors are
perceived as more influential (e.g., Brass, 1984) and that percep-
tions of friendship with influential actors can improve one’s rep-
utation for performance (Kilduff & Krackhardt, 1994). Our results
add to the benefits of friendship with influential others and suggest
a process by which central, influential employees may increase
their influence through the receipt of ICB.

Limitations of the Study

Caution must be exercised in generalizing from this study. This
sample is representative of manufacturing firms that employ pre-
dominantly Caucasian men with high school educations. The task
environment of this sample could limit the opportunities to help
one another because of the automated nature of the work. Thus,
our setting may provide a conservative test of ICB. Future research
should extend this line of study to other task environments and
more heterogeneous samples to expand the application of the
findings.

The measures of ICB receipt and friendship were collected from
the same individuals, raising the possibility of common source bias
(Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). However, all hypotheses involving the
performance of citizenship behavior were tested by using a trans-
posed ICB network, precluding the possibility of common source
bias. That is, respondents reported receipt of ICB, and this infor-
mation (transposed and aggregated) was the basis for the measure
of performance of ICB. Also, the influence measures came from
separate sources. A strength of this study was that it did not rely on
supervisor ratings of ICB. Given the results based on impression
management theory, it is likely that impression management by
subordinates affects supervisor ratings of OCB. Future research
should include both peer and managerial evaluations of ICB and/or
OCB in order to examine the relationship between the two meth-
ods of measurement.

Our study involved cross-sectional data, so no definitive state-
ments can be made regarding relationships as precursors to ICB.
We suggest that these relationships are reciprocal; thus, even a
longitudinal study would not provide definitive answers to the
question of causality. Structuration theory supports the assumption
that relationships are both the precursors and the results of indi-
vidual behavior (Giddens, 1976; Pfeffer, 1981; Barley, 1986,
1990). This theoretical foundation has been used in previous
network studies, both longitudinal (Burkhardt & Brass, 1990) and
cross-sectional (Brass & Burkhardt, 1993). It is likely that rela-
tionships affect ICB and the performance and receipt of ICB
affects relationships. Although an argument can be made on the
basis of social exchange and impression management theory that
causality in this study flows from relationship to behavior, the
reverse is also possible. It is likely that at least some ICB is
performed and directed at specific individuals in order to develop
friendship relationships and/or gain influence (Bolino, Turnley, &
Bloodgood, 2002). It is also possible that ICB performance occurs
without the intent of developing relationships but that the contin-
ued reciprocation of ICB leads to the development of relationships.

We did not mean to preclude these possibilities in generating our
hypotheses. Indeed, we believe that relationships affect ICB and
ICB affect relationships. Therefore, no definitive conclusions can
be reached about the causal relationship between social networks
and ICB.

It is also possible that the results of this study are due to
spurious variables not included in our research. Although we
controlled for several alternatives, other factors such as trust,
agreeableness, or perceived need of ICB could be affecting both
relationships and ICB. Such factors might fruitfully be pursued
in future research.

Future Research Directions

This study begins to provide answers to several important ques-
tions regarding social network variables and ICB but also suggests
additional variables and processes that need to be accounted for
regarding ICB. For example, results of this study complement
prior research by Rioux and Penner (2001) that tested individual
motive to perform ICB. One limitation of our study is the reliance
on social exchange and impression management theories without
measuring the actual motives involved in the performance of ICB.
Future research might include further examination of individual
motives to perform ICB (Rioux & Penner, 2001). For example,
individuals with a prosocial or organizational concern motive may
perform ICB regardless of their friendship or influence relation-
ships. Impression management motives would likely influence
ICB performance only when tangible gains are expected from the
behavior. Although reports of motives may be subject to social
desirability biases, it is important to understand the underlying
mechanisms for performance of ICB.

Perhaps more important than the motive of the performer of
the ICB is the attributed motive as perceived by the ICB
recipient. Research has established the important role of peer
attributions of coworkers’ low performance as an antecedent to
ICB behaviors (Jackson & LePine, 2003). The current research
could be extended by including recipient attributions of ICB
performance. Recipient attributions of ICB motive likely affect
recipient attitudes about the employee and the organization
(Rioux & Penner, 2001), and the recipient’s motivation to
reciprocate the ICB. Recipient perceptions of a prosocial mo-
tive or a friendship motive likely elicit positive shifts in inter-
personal attitudes and a willingness to reciprocate. When the
performance of ICB is attributed to organizational factors such
as organizational culture, the outcome may be improved orga-
nizational attitudes. Attributing ICB to impression management
motives may cause negative shifts in attitudes and possibly
resentment toward the ICB performer or toward the organiza-
tion if the performer is viewed as a representative of the
organization. It is unlikely that the recipient will reciprocate the
ICB. Attributions may also affect performance evaluations.
Allen and Rush (1998) found that perceived motives mediated
the relationship between subordinate performance of overall
OCB and performance evaluations and liking by managers.
Perceived prosocial or organizational concern motives likely
lead to higher performance evaluations, whereas perceived im-
pression management motives may result in lower performance
evaluations.
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In addition to ICB, other elements of organizational citizenship
behavior may also be related to social network variables. Some
prior research suggests that OCB elements are correlated (Lepine,
Erez, & Johnson, 2002), and the quality of interpersonal relation-
ships likely influences whether people engage in behaviors asso-
ciated with OCB such as sportsmanship, conscientiousness, and
civic virtue. For example, if an individual likes the people he or
she works with, chances are he or she will not complain about
them, take more breaks than deserved, or loaf in meetings. Future
research could investigate effects on other forms of OCB where
the target may be less clear or where the benefit to the recipient
may be less direct (e.g., being extra conscientious may indirectly
help peers because of certain interdependencies).

Though studying variables with positive effects on OCB seems
to be the focus of researchers, recent research suggests that harm-
ful organizational phenomena also impact performance of OCB
(Zellars, Tepper, & Duffy, 2002). Negative network interactions
likely influence ICB as well. Therefore, it is important to examine
the effects of negative network ties on performance and receipt of
ICB.

Managerial Implications

The value of OCB to group and firm performance has been
demonstrated in previous research (e.g., Podsakoff et al., 2000).
Any new information regarding ICB is, therefore, valuable to
management practitioners. This study offers managers more
insights about how to facilitate ICB. For instance, managers
may want to promote practices that facilitate friendships among
employees in order to increase ICB. This might involve the
sponsoring of social activities such as company outings or
intramural sports events. Rotating managers and employees
through introductory job assignments (job sampling) may also
provide opportunities for building relationships that may facil-
itate ICB across departments. This could lead to increased ICB,
enhancement of individual performance, and, ultimately, group
and firm performance.

Individual performance is affected by others with whom one
interacts, and characteristics of the relationships between others
and the individual. Likewise, the performance of teams is not just
the sum of individual ability in the group but also the level of
facilitation among members of the group. Building effective net-
works within those teams as well as organizations will enhance the
performance of those teams and organizations (Reagans, Zucker-
man, & McEvily, 2004).

Organizations may consider the need to find ways to get ICB
to and from the right employees. Those with informal influence
are less likely to perform ICB for those with less influence. This
is the opposite of what managers would desire from powerful
employees in an organization. Employees with little power are
likely in need of ICB receipt, but influential employees do not
appear to be willing to help them as suggested by the results of
this study. Influential employees likely provide role models and
set the environmental tone through the behaviors that they do,
or do not, perform. Organizations may wish to consider incen-
tives to encourage influential employees to offer ICB to less
influential others. Training in the awareness of the importance
of modeling behavior and organizational culture may be useful.

Conclusion

This study’s goal was to forge a better understanding of
relationships and interpersonal citizenship behavior perfor-
mance and receipt. We have followed the advice to “dig deeper”
into the correlates of various elements of OCB (Podsakoff et al.,
2000; Settoon & Mossholder, 2002). Prior to this study, a great
deal of knowledge existed about individual variables as corre-
lates of OCB. The current results add to the body of knowledge
by providing a relational perspective to the study of ICB. Not
only is social exchange between employee and organization
important to OCB, but social exchange between employees is
important to ICB. Indeed, we found that correlates of ICB were
not necessarily the same as the previously found correlates of
OCB. Our study introduced a new focus on recipients of ICB,
and we found differences between the performance and receipt
of ICB. The results of this study suggest that characteristics of
social networks, including friendships and relational influence
are related to ICB performance, and that friendship, and social,
relational, and third-party influence are related to ICB receipt.
Future research may build upon these results by investigating
the correlates and relationships between ICB and OCB perfor-
mance and receipt, and the interface between them.
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In Matrix D, the Strength of Friendship Matrix A is dichotomized. In this example values greater than or equal
to two in Matrix A were recoded as zeros in Matrix D and values greater than two were recoded as ones.

D: Dichotomized Friendship Matrix

Jeff Marta Steve Lisa

Jeff 0 1 1
Marta 1 0 1
Steve 1 0 1
Lisa 0 1 1

The geodesic distance is the minimum number of “friend” ties necessary to link two individuals. This is shown
in Matrix E. For example, Jeff is 2 links removed from Marta. In order to isolate third-party relationships all
pairs of subjects that are linked by exactly two ties are recoded as 1, all others are recoded as 0. This is
demonstrated by going from Matrix E to Matrix F.

E: Geodesic Distance of Dichotomized Friendship

Jeff Marta Steve Lisa

Jeff 2 1 1
Marta 1 2 1
Steve 1 2 1
Lisa 2 1 1

Number of links to get from row to column in dichotomized friendship matrix

F: Third-Party Friendships

Jeff Marta Steve Lisa

Jeff 1 0 0
Marta 0 1 0
Steve 0 1 0
Lisa 1 0 0

Third-Party Friendships and are recoded to 1

Matrix G is a repeated columns matrix that represents an attitude such as job satisfaction. It indicates that
individual attitudes are stable regardless of whom the respondent is interacting with in a friendship or ICB
relationship. For example, Jeff has a value of 3 on job satisfaction, while Marta has a value of 4. This matrix
can be correlated with, or regressed on the other matrices.

G: Repeated columns of attitude data

Jeff Marta Steve Lisa

Jeff 3 3 3
Marta 4 4 4
Steve 3 3 3
Lisa 1 1 1
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