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Abstract

The main purpose of the study is to analyze and synthesize existing academic
literature on employee performance through a behavioral lens. Systematic
review and qualitative method have been adopted by this study. This study
focusses on the assessment of peer-reviewed journal articles published in
the last 10-35 years. The academic databases such as PubMed, JSTOR,
Scopus, google Scholar and Web of social science are included. It includes
studies on behavioral issues such as contextual performance, employees’
behavioral performance, organizational citizenship behavior, adoptive and
helping behavior, extra role performance and non-routine job. The study
also reviews the practical aspect of behavioral performance in the service
sectors and the internal linkages of behavioral factor. The study excludes
articles that focus solely on non-behavioral factors like task performance,
routine job, technical performance and external economic conditions.
This study found that the major components of employee’s behavioral
performance are organizational citizenship behavior, adoptive behavior,
team work, counterproductivity work behavior, emotional intelligence
and proactive performance. In the future the employee’s behavioral
performance is important due to present dynamism in technological
advancement and job in remote and diversified working climate.

Keywords: Employee performance, Employees’ behavioral performance,
Task and Contextual performance, Organizational citizenship behavior and
Counterproductivity work behavior.
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Introduction

Employee performance refers to how effectively an individual fulfills their
job responsibilities and contributes to organizational goals. Over time,
its definition has expanded to encompass not just task execution but also
behaviors that benefit the organization and its culture. Campbell (1990)
defined employee performance as observable behaviors that people do in their
jobs that are relevant to organizational goals. Viswesvaran and Ones (2000)
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defined as scalable actions, behaviors, and outcomes. Performance includes both task performance and contextual
performance (Sonnentag and Frese 2002). Rotundo and Sackett (2002) categorized performance into three
dimensions; task performance, contextual performance and counterproductive work behaviors. Aguinis (2013)
refers to the observable behaviors and actions which align with organizational objectives, either contributing to
or detracting from their achievement. The concept of employee performance has evolved significantly, reflecting
changes in organizational structures, workplace dynamics and societal trends.

Early 1900s scientific management of Taylor (1911) focused on task performance, emphasizing efficiency and
productivity, and Performance was measured through efficiency, standardization, and time-motion. Mayo (1933s)
discovered that social factors like relationships, morale and employee satisfaction as well as highlighted the
importance of human factors like morale, motivation, and social interactions on performance. They recognized that
social and psychological factors contribute to performance. Performance began to be studied through individual
and group behavior. Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs suggested that human behavior is motivated by a hierarchy
of needs. Herzberg’s two-factor theory (1959) distinguishes between hygiene factors and motivators. McGregor
(1960) developed theory X and Theory Y, emphasizing how management styles affect employee motivation and
performance as well as highlighted the importance of employee motivation and management styles in influencing
performance. They Focus behavioral contributions like initiative and teamwork were acknowledged. Vroom’s
expectancy theory (1964) posits that employees will behave in ways that they believe will lead to the best possible
outcome. In 1970s Scholars began distinguishing between task performance and extra-role behaviors. Katz &
Kahn (1978) identified extra-role behaviors. Performance was viewed as a combination of in-role and discretionary
actions. Bateman & Organ (1983) introduced OCB, focusing on behaviors, while not required, positively impact
organizational functioning. Rotundo and Sackett (1990s) classified task performance, contextual performance and
counterproductive work behaviors actions that harm the organization. Campbell’s et al. (1990) identified multiple
dimensions of performance, including task-specific behaviors, effort, and discipline. They stressed the importance
of distinguishing between performance behavior and outcomes. Borman and Motowidlo (1993) expanded the
performance paradigm by introducing the concept of contextual performance, which includes behaviors such as
helping others, showing initiative, and maintaining a positive attitude at work. Contextual performance became
linked to organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), which refers to discretionary behaviors that are not formally
recognized by the organization but that contribute to its effectiveness. They also defined task performance is the
job-specific technical tasks. Van Dyne, Cummings, and Mclean Parks (1995) emphasized how extra-role behaviors,
such as helping others and engaging in proactive behaviors, positively influence organizational culture and team
performance. Motowidlo, Borman, and Schmit (1997) proposed a model that integrated both task performance
and contextual performance. Adaptive performance recognized as a key component, focusing on how employees
respond to change, uncertainty and innovation (Pulakos et al., 2000). Podsakoft et al. (2000) further developed
the concept of OCB, emphasizing the importance of these behaviors for team functioning and organizational
effectiveness. Ali and Farid (2020) examined the role of organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) in virtual
teams, highlighting the challenges and opportunities for contextual performance in digital environments. The
contextual performance paradigm expanded further in the late 1990s and early 2000s with the work of scholars
like Organ (1988) and Podsakoff et al. (2000), introduced the idea that OCB behaviors like helping colleagues,
volunteering for extra tasks, and supporting organizational initiatives should be considered part of employees’
overall performance. Thus, employees’ performances are categorized as task performance, contextual performance,
adaptive performance, proactive performance, creative performance, counterproductive work behavior, team
performance, citizenship performance (Organizational Citizenship Behavior — OCB), interpersonal performance,
learning and development and well-being and sustainability performance. Employee performance theories have
evolved over time, offering various perspectives on what constitutes effective performance in the workplace.
These theories integrate both task-oriented and contextual behaviors, exploring factors like motivation, behavior
and individual traits that impact an employee’s overall performance. Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) proposed that performance is influenced by job demands and resources.

There are problems for both OCB as well as employee behavioral performance regarding inconsistency in
recognition and reward (Podsakoff et al., 2000). Existing problems with Organizational Citizenship Behavior
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(OCB) are exploitation of employees (Podsakoff, et al., 2000), role overload and burnout (Organ, 1988), unequal
contribution (Organ, 1988) and negative impact on task performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997). When
employees' extra-role behaviors i.e. OCB are not formally acknowledged, they may become demotivated. This is
especially problematic when these behaviors are vital to the organization but do not receive formal acknowledgment.
Engaging in OCB or demonstrating a strong focus on contextual performance can sometimes lead to role conflict.
Employees may struggle to balance the extra-role demands with the responsibilities of their primary job, leading
to stress, reduced satisfaction, and poor performance (Borman & Motowidlo 1997). Both OCB and employee
behavioral performance are sometimes assessed through subjective measures, leading to bias in performance
appraisals. When performance evaluations are not standardized, employees may receive inconsistent feedback,
creating dissatisfaction and lowering morale (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2012). Drawbacks of employee behavioral
performance are overemphasis on contextual performance, Role overload and burnout, lack of clear expectations,
and undue pressure for extra-role behavior, difficulty in measurement contextual performance (OCB) relies on
subjective assessments and can vary widely depending on the observer’s perspective (Viswesvaran & Ones 2012).
Focus on extra-role behaviors at the expense of task performance (Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit, 1997). Based
on these issues the problems statements include; What are the major components to measure the employees’
behavioral performance? organizational citizenship behavior is the components of contextual performance?
contextual performance and employees behavioral performance includes the same components?

The primary objectives of this study are to synthesize existing academic literature on employee performance
through a behavioral lens. To review the key components of employee’s behavioral performance. The study is
additional significance because contextual performance has evolved over time, with scholars contributing varying
perspectives from its conceptualization to its application in different timeframes. Katz’s (1964) and Katz & Kahn’s
(1978) role theory highlighted the importance of extra-role behaviors. Motowidlo and Borman (1997) developed
the theory of contextual performance to extend the OCB framework. Their model emphasizes the importance of
contextual behaviors, which include both OCB and behaviors. After 2010s holistic and team-based performance as
collaborative workplaces, emotional intelligence as became a central factor in employee performance. In modern
perspectives on performance as COVID-19 are hybrid work, diversity and inclusion, sustainability, corporate
social responsibility, and technological adaptability. Performance now included contextual behaviors, such as
helping coworkers, maintaining positive attitudes, and adhering to organizational norms.

Literature Review

Task and contextual performance are the major components of employee’s performance. Task performance includes
both the quantity and quality of the work produced. Borman and Motowidlo (1993) defined task performance is
primarily concerned with the execution of formal job duties. Motowidlo, Borman, and Schmit (1997) emphasized
completing job-specific tasks effectively and Viswesvaran and Ones (2012) referred to the core functions of the
job. Borman and Motowidlo (1987) introduced the idea of contextual performance. George and Brief (1992)
explored the relationship between mood and contextual performance. Borman and Motowidlo (1993) defined
organizational environment and go beyond the formal job description, such as helping others, maintaining a positive
attitude and complying with organizational norms. Van Dyne, Cummings, and McLean-Parks (1995) introduced
as a behavioral trait that is influenced by organizational commitment and personal values. Motowidlo, Borman
and Schmit (1997) defined contextual performance in terms of behaviors that complement task performance and
contribute to the organizational climate, such as helping others or demonstrating organizational loyalty. Contextual
performance encompasses behaviors that improve the organizational environment, including helping coworkers,
maintaining a positive attitude, and acting in ways that reflect the values and goals of the organization. Van
Scotter and Motowidlo (2000) emphasized that contextual performance predicts overall job performance ratings
by supervisors, even if not explicitly required by job descriptions. Borman and Penner (2001) expanded the
definition of contextual performance which includes behaviors that improve the organizational climate, facilitate
teamwork, and foster a cooperative work environment, even if they are not part of formal job requirements. Hui,
Lee and Rousseau (2004) explored how organizational justice and leader-member exchange (LMX) influence
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contextual performance. Ilies, Nahrgang, and Morgeson (2007) conducted a meta-analysis to better understand
the relationship between contextual performance and task performance, as well as the antecedents and outcomes
of contextual performance. Bakker and Demerouti (2008) focused on job resources and how they affect both
task and contextual performance. They defined voluntary behaviors that contribute to the organizational, social,
psychological environment and differentiating it from task performance. Viswesvaran and Ones (2012) discussed
how contextual performance is important in modern workplaces, especially in roles requiring teamwork and
collaboration. Sonnentag (2020) looked at how contextual performance, especially in terms of extra-role behaviors
like OCB, is particularly important in remote and hybrid work environments, emphasizing proactive behavior and
helping others as a way to maintain team cohesion.

The foundational theory for organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) is primarily based on social exchange
theory (SET), developed by Blau (1964), and further expanded by Organ in 1988. Bateman and Organ (1977,
& 1983) introduced the term citizenship behaviors to describe discretionary behaviors by employees that were
not formally recognized but were crucial to organizational effectiveness. Focused primarily on altruism (helping
others) as a key component. Bateman and Organ (1983) contributed to the early development of the OCB, they
highlighted the importance of altruism (helping others) and conscientiousness (going beyond basic job duties) as
critical elements of contextual performance. Organ (1988) defined organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) as
voluntary, discretionary behavior that is not directly recognized by the formal reward system but contributes to
the effective functioning of the organization. Organ (1997) revised the definition and OCBs might be indirectly
expected by organizations. Podsakoff, et al. (2000) provided an in-depth review of OCB, recognizing the
importance of various dimensions such as altruism, courtesy, conscientiousness, sportsmanship and civic virtue.
They identified seven dimensions of OCB; with more two components; organizational compliance and individual
initiative. Borman and Motowidlo (2003) broadened the definition of OCB by integrating it with contextual
performance and emphasizing how these behaviors contribute to overall job performance and organizational
effectiveness. Bolino and Grant (2020), Dabke, Chitode & Madaan (2022) have seen OCB further integrated
with broader themes such as employee well-being, workplace diversity, psychological safety and the role of
technology in facilitating organizational behaviors. Dabke, Chitode, and Madaan (2022) argued that OCB remains
a critical factor in organizational success but now incorporates aspects such as well-being, mindfulness, and stress
management. Drawbacks of Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) are potential for exploitation, risk of role
conflict, perceptions of favoritism, eegative impact on task performance, and unintended negative consequences
(Podsakoft, et al., 2000). Thus, OCB further includes in the modern dimensions in remote work contexts; virtual
altruism, digital civic virtue and remote courtesy, respecting others’ time zones and digital. It focuses on improving
organizational outcomes indirectly (Podsakoff & mackenzie, 1997) and how well employees perform their core
job responsibilities, along with their interactions with colleagues and other organizational stakeholders (Borman
& Motowidlo, 1997).

Regarding the discussion on the components of OCB. Organ (1988) determined altruism, conscientiousness,
sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue. Bateman and Organ (1983); Organ and Ryan (1995) include Altruism
and Conscientiousness later expanded to include other behaviors like sportsmanship and courtesy. George and
Brief (1992); Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Paine, and Bachrach (2000) define the same as organ (1988). Moorman
(1991) and Van Dyne, Cummings, and Mclean-Parks (1995) add more with the components of helping behavior
(Altruism), conscientiousness, and courtesy and civic virtue. Smith, Organ, and Near (1983) Components are
altruism, conscientiousness, courtesy and civic virtue. OCB is often assessed through qualitative methods such
as peer evaluations, self-reports, and supervisor assessments. Employee behavioral performance is measured
through a combination of quantitative and qualitative metrics. It may include formal job performance evaluations
as well as informal assessments of behavior (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000). Lambert and Hogan (2013) argued as
there are three essential elements of OCB. The first is that it is not role prescribed (Kohan and Mazmanian, 2003),
The second element is that it does not benefit the person doing the OCB (Smith et al., 1983) and third element is
that there are no rewards associated with OCB as it is usually outside the normal purview of the job (Somech &
Drach-Zahavy, 2004).

Theories of organizational citizenship behavior (OCB): Organ’s (1988) theory of OCB outlines how discretionary
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behaviors like altruism, conscientiousness, courtesy, and civic virtue are voluntary but essential for organizational
success. These behaviors contribute to a positive organizational environment and team collaboration, even though
they are not formally recognized in job descriptions. Podsakoff’s (1990) model of OCB expanded on Organ’s
work by categorizing OCB into five components. They linked OCB to various outcomes, including organizational
effectiveness, job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Van Dyne, Cummings, and McLean-Parks (1995)
applied social exchange theory to OCB, suggesting that employees engage in OCB as a form of social exchange.
Social exchange OCB is viewed as a form of social reciprocity, where employees expect to be rewarded in
some way for their extra-role behaviors. Podsakoff et al. (2000) refined Organ’s (1988) original model by adding
additional dimensions of OCB and examining the antecedents and outcomes of these behaviors. Podsakoff et al.
(2000) extended Organ’s (1988) categories and explored individual factors and organizational factors that influence
OCB, and Judge and Organ (2001) supported. Lepine, Erez, and Johnson (2002) proposed a multidimensional
model of OCB, which categorizes OCB into positive and negative behaviors. They found that both individual
and situational factors, such as mood and motivation, can influence the expression of OCB. Their model also
discusses the distinction between OCB-I (OCB directed toward individuals) and OCB-O (OCB directed toward
the organization). Organ’s (2006) expanded model of OCB, and refined his original OCB model by emphasizing
the contextual nature of OCB behaviors. He also explored the antecedents of OCB, including leadership behaviors
and organizational culture, which significantly impact the occurrence of OCB.

Employee behavioral performance refers to a wide range of actions, attitudes and behaviors exhibited by
employees in the workplace. Organ (1988) argued that the employee behavioral performance includes voluntary,
extra-role behaviors that are not formally required but enhance the effectiveness of the organization by improving
the work environment and supporting other employees. Employee behavioral performance is characterized by
work engagement, where employees show enthusiasm, energy, and dedication in both their task performance and
voluntary behaviors that support the organization (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004). Borman and Motowidlo (1993),
Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit (1997) and Ilies, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, (2007) argued that employee behavioral
performance composed of task performance and contextual performance as well as subcomponents of contextual
performance are organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), conscientiousness and teamwork and collaboration.
Contextual performance often involves extra-role behaviors that contribute to the social and psychological
environment of the organization. Griffin, Neal, and Parker (2007) argued that EBP include adaptive performance,
which refers to the ability to adjust to changing work demands, in addition to task-related behaviors and other
discretionary efforts like cooperation and helping colleagues. Bakker & Demerouti (2008) well-defined employee
behavioral performance includes both task-oriented behaviors and extra-role behaviors that focus on maintaining
positive relationships and enhancing organizational functioning. Van Dyne, Cummings, and Mclean-Parks (1995)
encompasses behaviors that are discretionary and extra-role, such as organizational citizenship behaviors, and help
in maintaining organizational functioning, even though they are not formally required. Early foundations with
task performance, after 1980s they emergence of contextual performance (Organ, 1988), Expanding the concept
of contextual performance (Borman & Motowidlo 1993 and Organ 1998), integration with job engagement and
adaptability (Motowidlo, Borman, and Schmit 2000; Bakker & Demerouti 2008), emotional and social dimensions
(Ilies, Nahrgang, and Morgeson 2007; Griffin, Neal, and Parker 2007) with the integration of digital skills and
well-being.

The review of further employees’ behavior includes adaptive performance; Employees who exhibit adaptive
performance are flexible and capable of adjusting their behaviors in response to new demands, changes in the
work environment, or evolving job roles. Counterproductive work behaviors are the negative aspects of employee
behavior that can undermine the organization. These behaviors may be classified as intentional or unintentional
but generally have a detrimental effect on organizational effectiveness; absenteeism, workplace aggression, theft,
sabotage, or disengagement. Proactive behavior refers to actions that involve anticipating future challenges and
taking initiative to address them before they become problems. Employees displaying proactive behavior often
engage in problem-solving, innovation, and initiative-taking. Suggesting improvements, proposing new ideas,
seeking out additional training. Employees’ contextual performance includes, such as organizational citizenship
behavior (OCB) and interpersonal counterproductive work behavior (CWB), but not on task performance
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(Devonish, 2013).

Theories of Behavioral Performance (Skinner’s,1953) operant conditioning theory based on behavioral psychology,
suggests that performance is shaped by the consequences of past behaviors. Mcclelland’s (1961) theory of needs
emphasized three primary needs the need for achievement, affiliation, and power. The Social Exchange Theory of
Blau (1964) is crucial to understanding employee behavior, particularly extra-role behaviors such as OCB. Vroom’s
(1964) expectancy theory focuses on the role of expectations in employee behavior. Hackman and Oldham’s
(1976) job characteristics model proposed that certain job characteristics influence employees’ internal states,
which, in turn, affect their job performance and satisfaction. This model helps explain how employees’ behavior
can be shaped by the nature of their work. Katz and Kahn (1978) introduced a theory that connects employee
behavior to organizational structures and environments. Deci and Ryan’s (1985) self-determination theory focused
on intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and their effect on employee behavior. Campbell’s (1990) job performance
model categorizes performance into task performance and contextual performance. Motowidlo and Borman’s
(1997) contextual performance theory includes voluntary behaviors like helping others and demonstrating
organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB) that contribute to the broader organizational environment. Their theory
suggests that these behaviors are integral to overall job performance. They proposed a job performance theory that
distinguishes between task performance and contextual performance (OCB). Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior
(1991) expands on the theory of reasoned action and focuses on the relationship between attitudes, intentions and
behaviors. This theory is widely applied to understanding employees’ voluntary behaviors, including OCB.

The study determines research gap as the more studies was conducted in the task performance and organizational
citizenship behavior but limited study has been identified and conducted in the contextual performance of
employees and behavioral performance of employees based on the OCB in my best knowledge. The health and
education services are more included for the study. In the Nepalese study only focus on OCB but not linking with
contextual performance and employee’s behavioral performance based on OCB. Thus, this study is outlined to
envision of the behavioral perspectives of employees’ behavioral performance.

Research Methods

The study is based on systematic review methods. The study focusses on peer-reviewed journal articles published
in the last 10-35 years. It includes studies on behavioral factors such as contextual performance, OCB, CPWB,
motivation, emotional intelligence, personality traits, organizational behavior, and leadership styles. The study
excluded the articles that focus solely on non-behavioral factors like task performance technology or external
economic conditions. It uses academic databases such as PubMed, JSTOR, Scopus, Google Scholar, and
Web of social science. It filters the Peer-reviewed articles only. The inclusion criteria are the articles on the
relationship between behavioral factors and employee performance, quantitative, qualitative, or mixed-method
research designs and Studies conducted in various industries and cultural settings. It excluded the articles without
empirical evidence (e.g., opinion pieces) and non-human factors (e.g., Al, robotics). The study used the article
screening process in the initial screening review article titles and abstracts to ensure relevance. Full-Text review
evaluate the methodology, population, sample, variables studied and key findings for relevance and quality. The
quality assessment: through use a standard checklist like CASP (Critical Appraisal Skills Program) for systematic
reviews. Its emphasis the thematic analysis with the identify recurring themes and patterns related to behavioral
perspectives in the studies. Synthesis and reporting across studies to provide a comprehensive overview of
behavioral factors that influence employee performance. The study highlighted the gaps in the literature and
suggest areas for future research. It conducts inter-rater reliability checks in multiple reviews involved. Ensuring
transparency by maintaining a review protocol and audit trail.

Results from Empirical Appraisal

Applications of employee behavioral performance in service organizations improving employee cooperation and
teamwork (Podsakoff & Mackenzie, 1994), enhancing customer satisfaction and service quality (Bettencourt,
1997), George & Brief (1992) found that a supportive organizational climate positively influences the occurrence
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of OCB. Organ and Ryan (1995) highlighted that a supportive organizational climate is required to enhance
the OCB, enhancing organizational culture and employee motivation (Organ, 1997), improving organizational
performance and innovation (Podsakoff et al., 1997), reducing workplace conflicts and stress (Podsakoff, et al.,
2000), increasing employee retention and job satisfaction (Lepine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002, Organ, 1988). Organ
and Ryan (2015) organizations move away from rigid, performance-focused metrics, they may increasingly assess
employees on how their behaviors contribute to the overall success of the organization (Sonnentag, 2018) and
Sonnentag (2020) explored the relationship between OCB and employee engagement and argued that employees
who engage in OCB tend to be more committed and satisfied with their jobs.

Blau (1964) suggested that employees may engage in OCB as a form of reciprocal exchange, Tajfel and Turner
(1979) found that when employees perceive themselves as part of the organizational in-group, Morrison (1994)
found that employees who feel a strong sense of commitment to the organization are more likely to engage in OCB.
Self-efficacy and personal values play an important role in shaping an individual’s willingness to engage in extra-
role behaviors and task-related performance (Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit, 1997). Higher levels of motivation,
engagement, and satisfaction often lead to better overall performance, both in completing assigned tasks and in
engaging in voluntary behaviors (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997). OCB, as a form of voluntary behavior, is also
driven by employees’ desire to contribute to a positive work environment (Podsakoff et al., 2000), organizational
culture (Podsakoff et al., 2000) and performance (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2012). Organ (1988) and Podsakoff et
al. (2000) argued that personality traits like agreeableness and conscientiousness are strongly linked to OCB.
Podsakoff et al. (2000) found a significant positive relationship between job satisfaction and OCB, they also found
that transformational leadership behaviors lead to higher levels of OCB among employees. Eisenberger et al.
(2001) found that high perceived organizational support and demonstrated that when employees feel supported by
their organization, they are more likely to exhibit OCB. Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) applied social exchange
theory to explain that employees who perceive positive treatment. Graen & Uhl-Bien (1995) and Ilies et al. (2007)
showed that employees who perceive their relationship with leaders as supportive and respectful are more likely
to engage in OCB.

Future prospects of organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) are increased and enhanced of organizational
effectiveness (Podsakoff et al., 2000), Promotion of a Positive work environment (Organ, 1988) and increased
job satisfaction and commitment (Organ, 1988), integration with technology and Al (Jiang, et al., 2012), focus on
employee well-being and sustainable behaviors (Bolino, et al., 2013), As organizations become more global and
digitally connected, scholars will likely explore how these factors impact contextual performance. The integration
of well-being and employee mental health into performance paradigms is another growing area of interest, as
employee happiness and mental health are increasingly recognized as integral to sustainable high performance.
The employees' behavioral performance paradigm continues to evolve. Future research will likely explore deeper
into how artificial intelligence (Al), automation, and remote work reshape the relationship between mission and
contextual behavior. Significance of EBP is holistic approach to employee contribution (Viswesvaran & Ones,
2012), impact on organizational success (Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit, 1997) as well as employee development
and growth (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2012) and importance in remote and hybrid work environments (Tews, Michel,
& Noe, 2018).

Review from the Nepalese perspectives; Dhungana, Dahal, and Chapagain (2018) found that among all the
dimensions of OCB conscientiousness is high in the employees of civil service in Nepal. Shrestha and Bhattarai
(2022) confirmed the positive relationship between job satisfaction and organizational citizenship behavior,
Likewise, the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational citizenship behavior supports organizational
commitment and effectiveness among teachers to promote better educational achievement in schools. Upadhyay
and Adhikari (2020) concluded that authority, autonomy, promotion, salary, recognition, career opportunity has a
positive and significant relationship with organizational citizenship behavior. Mahat et al. (2023) showed that there
was a positive correlation between OCB and job satisfaction. The researchers realize the need to Organization
Citizenship behavior for better performance.

The form of performances are differences. Organ (1988) argued discretionary behavior that employees perform in
addition to their formal tasks. While OCB is often a part of contextual performance, OCB specifically focuses on
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helping others and going beyond job expectations. Borman and Motowidlo (1993) argued contextual performance
enhance organizational functioning through behaviors like cooperation and helping others. Motowidlo, Borman,
and Schmit (1997) defined contextual performance as those behaviors that enhance organizational functioning
but are not directly related to formal job duties such as cooperation and helping coworkers and differentiated
contextual performance from OCB by emphasizing that contextual performance includes both voluntary behaviors
(like OCB) and behaviors that demonstrate commitment, such as compliance with rules and standards. They also
argued that contextual performance contributes to a supportive and efficient organizational climate, including
aspects like voluntary cooperation and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). The above concept is deviated
with Viswesvaran and Ones (2012) they proposed that employee behavioral performance is a more inclusive
framework that captures both task and contextual performance and argued that contextual performance focuses
on behaviors that are beneficial to the work environment.

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) and employee behavioral performance are related concepts, but they
differ in their scope, focus, and implications for organizational outcomes. OCB is a specific aspect of employee
behavioral performance, focusing on extra-role behaviors (Organ, 1988). Borman and Motowidlo (1993) argued
that OCB is a significant part of employee behavioral performance but does not encompass the entire construct.
Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994) introduced the concept of contextual performance and its distinction from task
performance. Motowidlo, Borman, and Schmit (1997) emphasized that OCB is a subset of contextual performance,
which, in turn, is part of the broader employee behavioral performance. Borman & Borman and Penner (2001)
explored into the broad spectrum of employee behavior, contextual performance, and counterproductive behaviors,
linking them to organizational outcomes. Viswesvaran and Ones (2012) suggested that employee behavioral
performance involves a broader range of behaviors and extra-role behaviors that is OCB.

Contextual factors influencing OCB and employee behavioral performance: The social exchange theory influences
employee behavioral performance by increasing the likelihood of extra-role behaviors like helping others or
taking initiative. Employees engage in OCB as a form of reciprocity for positive treatment they receive from the
organization, such as fair treatment, rewards, and support (Blau, 1964). The design of the job plays an important
role in shaping of contextual performance. Job improvement, which provides employees with more autonomy,
variety, and significance in their roles, has been linked to higher levels of OCB (Hackman & Oldham, 1976).
Perceptions of organizational justice, such as fairness in decision-making, distribution of rewards and treatment
of employees are critical in influencing OCB. Employees who perceive fairness within the organization are more
likely to engage in OCB, as they feel a stronger sense of obligation to contribute positively (Colquitt et al., 2001).
Employees who perceive a strong alignment between their values and the organization’s values are more likely to
exhibit positive behaviors beyond their formal role requirements (Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005).
The future of employee behavioral performance will likely see a greater focus on adaptive behaviors (Fleishman,
2016).

The study Conclude that the organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) is the leading factor of employee’s
behavioral performance (EBP). Conscientiousness, teamwork, adaptive performance and collaboration are another
important component of positive EBP. Absenteeism and counter productive work behavior are the negative OCB.
OCB contributes to long-term organizational success by enhancing teamwork, morale and organizational culture.
Employees who demonstrate high levels of OCB often help improve the functioning of the entire organization and
foster a positive work environment. While employee behavioral performance also affects organizational outcomes,
it is more directly tied to task completion and achieving performance targets. Positive behavioral performance can
lead to immediate improvements in productivity and efficiency, in addition to enhancing interpersonal relations
within the organization. Thus, applications of OCB in service organizations with enhancing customer service
quality, promoting teamwork and cooperation, reducing employee turnover, improving organizational reputation,
enhancing organizational innovation and building a positive organizational climate.

The discussion institute that the Organ (1988), Borman and Motowidlo, (1997), Augnis (2009), Guest (1995) and
Campbell (1990) also support this results that the OCB is the key part of employees’ behavioral performance.
Organizations need to maintain friendly environment to enhance EBP. This finding is consistency with the study of
Sonnentag (2018), Van Dyne, Cummings, and Mclean-Parks (1995) encompasses behaviors that are discretionary
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and extra-role, such as organizational citizenship behaviors. Griffin, Neal, and Parker (2007) and Fleishman
(2016) include adaptive performance as EBP. The study deviated to the findings of Bakker and Demerouti (2008)
and Viswesvaran & Ones (2012) includes task performance as EBP. Performance management systems, employee
feedback and Al-driven tools, organizations can gain a more accurate and comprehensive picture of employee
behavior (Cascio & Boudreau, 2016). Dhungana, Dahal and Chapagain (2018) support the theory of Organ (1988)
that among all the dimensions of OCB conscientiousness is high in the employees. Shrestha and Bhattarai (2022)
confirmed the positive relationship between job satisfaction and organizational citizenship behavior. Upadhyay
and Adhikari (2020) concluded that the requirements of favorable climate in the organization to increase EBP.
Mabhat et al. (2023) concluded that it need to enhance job satisfaction in Organization Citizenship behavior for
better performance.

The future implications regarding employee’s performance based on this study are the future employee behavioral
performance evaluations will likely shift toward a more holistic approach that balances task performance,
contextual performance, and personal development. Organizations need to maintain sociable environment to the
employees for helping behavior. With advances in people analytics and data-driven decision-making, organizations
will increasingly use technology to track and assess employee behavioral performance. Performance management
systems, employee feedback, and Al-driven tools need to be adopted to evaluate the employees’ behavior.
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